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COMMONWEALTH. OF PENNSYLVANIA .
ANNUAL EVALUATION:FOR FISCAL 1975
~ " UESEA TITLE.I .

FOREWORD

A, ~ ' 2
QThis report encompasses information pertaining to'Title 17
ofithe Edementary and SecondaryAEducation Act of 1965 (PubTic ;
Law 89~10 as amended) as related .to Tocal educationai agency
(LEA) inviovement in activities and services conducted under
‘the Act Other Titie 1 prograns such as xhose administered f

for\ chi 1dren of migratory farm workers negiected and

_ deiinquent chiidren in state institutions and handicapped

children .in state,institutions are couered in separate reports.’

\; .- . . s : B . .
. B . -

- Any questiops should be referred to the Chief Division of
Compensatory Programs Bureau of Speciai and Compensa ory Ed&@ation,
Pennsyivania Department of Education Box 911 Harrisburg,-

&

Pennsyivania, 17126. The teiephone number is: (717) 787-7135.

{

~
~e



SECTION T 7'/,-/

The State Educational Agency (SEA)- /}///

//, 1. Organization and Administration: The Secr ry of Edu tion has

deiegated the overall responsibility for nistra on of ESEA

Title .l in Pennsylvania to the Cormissipfier of Ba Education.

Primary and secondary responsibilitie5“have been urther delegated
. to bureaus and divisions within the PDE as fal)lows:

Bureau of Special and Compensatory Educatip
< Teiephone (717) 783-1264

.Resp0n51bie for the overa] ,directiop of the:-

Requpsibie for t direct administration of the. overaii program,
* including progranf plannings” development, -approvals, operations
. and evaryation . Support/is provided by’ the ‘
, R 4

Bureau 6f&1
Te1ephone /(717) 7BZ42644

Respo sfbie for déterminingbthe locale of 1ow-income children so
count// grants cah be allocated as determined by: the-U.S. Office,

of E cation (USOE)

) Division of Fie1d~Surve1s

- // Respons)bie for providing on- site evaluations and a report of
each. ‘ De

‘ /
. Offite of the Comgtroiier
- Te ephone: 62

/ N -

] L4

Bespon51b1e for disbursement of . funds monitoring expenditures.

2. SEA Respon51b111t1es “Throughout Title I regulations and other

/  is made to SEA responsibilities. The Division of Compensatory’ .
Programs has been directed to assume these responsibilities

a. Dissemination of all information needed to pian develop,

! . operate and evaluate a program, ' _ D

b. - Aiiocating the basic state Titie I grant among local schooi
-~ districts.

Vl_'.”’)\ | | 5

LY

/- federal publications-dealing with the program, constant reference :

/ : ¢
ormation/Systemsl,Division of Educationai Statistics/) .

AN
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c.

Reviewing, approving or reiecting applﬁéationé'bn the baSiS .
of their compliance with Title I ?egulétions. : :

»

Making onesite moni%dring visits.ahd scheduling PDE evaluations

during the operation of a program. -

Insuring cessation of any 111egalﬁdéf1v1t1es‘or services
financed by Title I funds when such situations become apparent.

[} \
Investigating and resolving complaints about Title I activities
or services. - i . o S .

Reallocating unused funds. - . &

. Requiring each LEA tg'provide a self-evaluation of-its’progkam.

Providing for the cérry-over of unused funds from ohe'fiscal
year to the next. o -

Providing -program information to the USOE, other public
agencies, interested groups and individuals.

! . L

Procedures: _ \

New developments in Title I are anhually presented by the SEA

at the statewide conference of the Pennsylvania Association

of Federal Program Coordinators. Workshops are also conducted in
such areas as needs assessment, writing of behavioral Bbjectives,
application procedures, fiscal management, etc. .The conference
is usually held in April or May and is considered to be of great
value to both new and experienced Title I personnel.

A written announcement of LEA allocations' is made as early as

~ possible. Usually, such allocations are for a tentative amount

and are based upon the best information available-at the time. .

This means the final allocation might be a lesser amount. There- :

- fore, program planning by the LEA must be flexible enough to

insure that activities can.be curtailed with minimum effect on
the ‘educationally disadvantaged children who are in the greatest

need of Title I services.

The announcement of allocationé include a packagé of forms,
special ‘information and other materials necessary to complete -
a program, . " ‘ N

. Applfcations, when received, are date-étampéd, and an acknowl-

edgement is forwarded to the LEA within a few days. The
acknowledgement indicates the date received and a fiscal year

* control number. The date of receipt is normally the date of

project approval, although the SEA reserves the right to Do
adjust this date in cases where the application is: substantially
incomplete. = = . ' : L o ‘



e. An appiication is given a pré]iminary review and forwarded to
*  -a regional reviewer, who reviews it for accuracy and compliance
\\, with regulations and guidelines. . The reviewer will contact the.
LEA by telephone or letter, or make a visit, to assist.in
reso]ving any probleds that might prec1ude approval of the program.

- f. The program is~then reviewed by the Division Chief, who may
. require:additional adjustments or more information. The review .
procedure will normally take two weéks. If no further action
is required, the program is approved. An official PDE approva] 1s
forwarded to the LEA and the.Comptroller. tn some cases,
approval, may be conditional, with payment of funds delayed until
' the condition is met,. .

.g. It is the SEA poli that a11 program operations be’ either
moni tored or evaluated annuaily. The on-site evaluations,.
conducted by the Division of Field Surveys, will usually:

, be scheduled for each LEA. at- least once every three years.

o However a district may request to be evaluated at any time.-

.~ h. At any time during "the course of a program, if .it becomes apparent )
to the SEA that an LEA is conducting activities or services that
do not comform to the law, the SEA will- advise the LEA to cease -
operation’of the program, or a portion thereof. Failure on the
part of the LEA to comply.could result in an audit exeeption,
or additional audit exceptions. : .

i. The SEA will investigate specific complaints from any source
- -, concerning a Title I program and will keep the LEA fully
- _ informed of the developments and any action to be taken, in
< - . the event that the compiaint is deemed justified. -
j. The SEA will reallocate any avai]ab]e ‘unused~funds to those *
! districts having the greatest need for additional funds.

k. The SEA Will furnish the LEA standard forms for a seif- .
"evaluation of the last program conducted Instructions will be
provided with the forms. ‘ :

1. The SEA will furnish, before August 31 of each year, tpe
T forms and instructions concerning the carry-over of any unused -
- o .- funds to the next school year, when such Garry-over is authorized
' by Taw. . D . B b
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SEGTION 11 : I
B o History'of Funding
1. Part A -- (AAA"‘bau Income) B N
1955____----'_--_1-4 ..... $.55, 941 ,428 R . ;
o 1967=mmmmmmam remmmmmm 45,384,315 S
1968--=—=—mommemmtiee= 86,694,063
. [ 7 T — 427,963,616
]970 ------------------ 52’600’]58
114 [ ——— 60,724,183 )
117 7 — 67,113,702 . |
[ T —— 72,723,125 ¢ R S ,
[ — 69,645,082 - | .
11975 --mmmromoniemnann | 78,521,519 ..
TOTAL=-mm2mmremmmmme e $592 311,191 o
2. . Part B -- (tEArf Special'Incentfve) . |
1978--=---- eeeiceemmcie-$ 630,082 L \\¥
1975--=nrmmmmmmmmmmemmee 1,359,037 B .
~ " < Y. ~ -
p TOTAL--=2=fammmcmccaae- $1 989, 079 h\\;_ f%\w )
\ v H
3. Part C -= (LEA - Spec1a1 for Urban and Rura] Districts)
17/ SRR 548 680 ’
1 72— - 1,055,355 | : B : ’
11 T A —— . 2,680,406 . Cw s
1978 ccmm e ceee e mm e - 2,244,892 { , | :
1975-mcccaaa- mmeem—e————- 2, 326'597 s{Further Part C funding will
‘ : not be authorized after this
TOTAL~-=====- —-m-momoes $8 855 930 year in accordance with P.L. 93 380)
’ ; GRAND TOTAL OF ALL LEA-GRANTS - $603,156,200 o
‘ o ¢ - /
& . ) | LY o, ’ ‘ '
- Loe R ‘/ . a Q EN
d, N _
~ k [V —— ’.
e
Aew ’
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LT 'FofmUIa'Ch11Qren in Rel&tion‘to}%llocations

L * *History of Formula Children

The amount of ESEA Title I funds, which is appropriated annually by
Congress, is allocated to thé state and local school g%stricts on the basis-
of. certain formula children,-aged 5 to 17 in®lusive. “Congress prescribes
the various categories of such chﬂdren5 Basically, they have been and
still are: . S : ¢

- (Low -Income) - Children.from families with an annual income .

T under a specified amount, as counted in the U.S. decennial
~ census. o - ..
=3 - v .

- (AFDC) - Children from families receiving payments for aid to

3\ ~dependent children over a specified annual amount, as counted
’ _ by the State Department of Welfare each January.

. -.(Foster) - Children 1living §h foster homes and supported by .
«. » public funds, as counteq by the State Department .of Welfare .
each January. . 7 ' '
r - (Institutiomalized) - Children. 1iving ‘in certajn local institutions
for neglected or delinquent children, as counted. and certified by a

o local institution official for the month of January each year.

- P " A . .
9 " Al N N
¢ v p

2. History of Formula Children from 1966 _to 1973

Exéept,for'jnc]uding)foster'éhildre? in 1967 énd 1hstitu¢idnalized
children in 1968, the categories of *formula children remained as follows
throughout the period:. , AR

. - Low Inéome . '\) _ (Effective 1966)
<. ’Based on annual income of less than $2,000 %
- 1960 census. - . t . .

- AFDC © - (Effective 1966)

Based on annual income of over $2,000

- each”January.
J ~

- Foster K4 o (Effective 1967)

L3

,Baéed on ‘number of children supported with publi¢ funds
3 each January, : :

- Institutionalized ?/ - o (Effective 1968)
' : Based on average case load datée-. - | @
. N - each January . S) _ ;;‘T\
Q . ) S ) ,&/
ERIC « , Co R -
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3. Change of Formula in 1974 ‘

4

Y )
o

. In Penh%j?vania,-the number of chiidrenriﬁ each category for 1966

and 197{ was as{follows: - ‘ S e |
..Categorx - U ]jgg{ L . }gz;

; ,”Low‘InCOme,(1960 censu§) ~175,39§' - . ’175,394
aFC . © 114,585 - 246,097
Foster & Institutionalized - 0. 'A. 16,253 »

oLt 289,979 437,764

- . , LS ) : "’
*_ “In 1974, the various categories of children remained the -same - but
“Low Income" was based on 1970 census data instead of 1960 data. As a :
result, figurés for Pennsylvania, in comparison with the 1973 count, changed

as follows: . | y e
! . . ( A} . -

;7 Category . 1973 = < - 1974
Low Income R 175,394 . 4 102,040

AFDC : ~ 246,097 - 252,975

Foster & Institutionalized 16,253 15,792

‘ \ L
TOTAL - 437,744 370,807

¥ The nation-wide impact, as the result of‘using the 1970 census' data
for the first time, was a sharp reduction in numbers’ of the "Low Income"

- children. The effect ws so drastic in many school districts that -Congress

was prompted to amend the law to guarantee that each district, regardles
of the number of -formula children it could claim in 1974, would receive no
less than 90 percent of the. amount it received the previous year, (1973),
excluding any of the $o called "impounded funds" for that year.

4. Change of Formula in 1975: 7 - | , 4 53;1&14 )
Public Law 93-380, which went into effect for school jear 1974é§§;, lé;J

radically changed the ‘method for caunting cértain formula ¢hildren, The -
method, based on the so called "Orshansky Index", provided for the following

- categories: . . _ : N
',- (Low.Incomé)”- Children from families with an annual income of
LESS THAN $4 0, a$ counted in the 1970 U.S. census.
' ' ! N . R d .’ o A é .. A . | -

-

- >



- . o v

. - - (AFDC) - Children from fam111es rkceiving payments for aid to families o s
" with dependent children of $4,250.00 or more, TIMES .666 - OR TWO THIRDS ‘
OF THE TOTAL identified, as counted by the State Department of Welfare . - ¢

in January of 1974 ‘- )
v < (Foster) - Chi]dren 11v1ng 1n foster homes and,supported by pub]ic funds,
' as counted by the Stateé Department of Welfare in Janugry of 1974,
- (Inst1tut10na112ed) - Children 11v1ﬁa*13 certain tocal 1nst1tutions for
neglected or delinguent children, as counted and certified by a local -

1nst1tution off1c1a1 for/fhe month of January, 1874. . : o } '
s, Tmpact of 1975 Formu]a Change' ) | Co .
It should be noted that the fo]]owing two factors produced quite an Af

impact on Title I programs this year: .

r

(1) Increag‘n the annua] “Low Inoome“ child 11m1t from under $2,000

éﬂ under $4,250. _ '.
(2) Counting n]z 3 of -AFDC childref from families w1th incomes’ of
. $4,250 or more instead of all AFDC children from families with
_ incomes of $2,000 or more. '
. 7 |
-The oyera]] effect on Pennsy]vania, as compared w1th the preeedlng. »
. yedr was as follows: \ ' L
. Category - 77 S 1)/ R
o Low Income . | ' 162 ,080, . ‘. 304,815
o A 252,975 ", 47,630
L : D - -
Foster & Institutionalized 15,792 o 15;519
fOTAL 370,807 i . 367,964
- . - ' . Lo ;
L. The fo]]owing are examp]es of how some 1nd1v1dua1 districts were affected
V' as a result of the change: ’ )
District ‘ o T TOtal'Number of'Formula Children (Gain/Loss)
' - - 1974 , 19/5°
“* “Philadelphia . 152,006 - 114,710 -37,2%
‘Pittsburgh o 29,760 . - .. 25,19 . - 4,564 -
. . . ...\ ) "‘ ' ' . _ .
s / B _oe
/ . LA
Q. . 11 / -




Chester Upiand ‘ -, 6,256
’ Harrisburg , \\\‘6,054‘
Erie ¢ ’\‘ R ,764
Altoon
- . -4
-Johns town R
'0 .
Scranton NS o _
" Wilkes-Barre . T, 7
P i ee. arre ‘ .4?
Hazelton . - 905
, - ' =~ Y . ;
Littlesgun 0 85
Cocalico® T 99
, | ~‘Nazaretﬁ\\\ ' - e "‘ 75
' | Greenwood " .o : - \\ 74
“Hollidaysburg ' ‘ 364
. ) ] N - \; ’

3

5,573

U

' 4,953 )

3,868
2,591
2,043

Co 2,673

2,172
1,523
166

24

269
142

628 .

- 683 )
- 1,100
- 8%

| ;"+;‘1476‘
+{ 147\§\\

4 230

+ 439
i+’ 618
-
.
+ - 194
+ 88,
+ 263~

NOTE: Since thé 1975 state allocation was 8 9 million -do1lars higher than the 1974'A .
allocation, all- districts losing formula children did not suffer a financial

loss. -
‘experienced a loss; Erie iosing

As a matter of fact, only Philadelphia and Erie in the abdve, 1isting
Qpproximateiy $6,000 and Philadelphta losing

2.8 million, which of course ‘was shared.along with the increased state -
“allocation by other districts gaining formula children, or not suffering a
ioss of the magnitude experienced by Erie and Phiiadeiphia.

6. A Three Year Comparison * e

e R4

. "Since the formuia remained virtually unchanged from 1966 to 1973 (except
for the-addition of foster ‘and institutionalized children in the earlier years)
and since changes-in 1974 and 1975 had a drastic impact upon many districts,

the foiiow1ng comparisons are shown:

¥ . tTotai Number of Formula ChiidreQ
; C 1973 1974 1975
‘Pennsylvania = ',4*\; he ‘4437,744 * 370,807 ‘ 367,964
: . N . .
P 7 - ' ‘.\‘; / )
49 &t
. . ' - ‘l'l‘l _ .‘ | i \;'
¢ -8- NS N -
. ° LN



.
«~ 4

.
/ &
b
- 3

S R "~ Total Number of Formula Chidiren .

* Selected Districts " - . 1973, 1974 - 1976  °
Philadelphia ° - ' 13,827 t*isz,006 147100
Lancaster City ~ © 2,986 - 2,78  _ -"2\,4&
Wilkes-Barre - . 3,86 1,742 " 2,12
Meyersdale - Lo N's20 - 268e L 364

L Comellsville Tt G ., 2,98 . 1,738 - 2,065

Forest Cownty . 183 o " 181,

S -,. ‘. ~{- ‘ - ' . A - - .
Bristo[i{qwnship fiwl,BSS . 2,037 1,399 - ,
. Wilkinburg L (ST Fr-YT SR
/ Neshaminy - - . 750 % 88 . 599
’ Southeast Delco - g0 x 1,179 1,076
 Bensalem = ™ S & 750 * 9 . 599
NOTE: In thoseadistcicts where the 1974 figures are)marked with an asterisk
(*), please note that a rébersal of the state-wide trend in losing
formula children as.a result of using~1970 census data occurred. This
happened -in 59 of 505 school districts for a‘total of 15,882 children,
with Philadelphia accounting for 13,179 out of that total. The majority
of gaining districts were either in the Alle?henyJButler county sector
or in the southeastern portion of Pennsylvania (Berks, Bucks, Delaware,
Montgomery and Philadelphia counties). s
] ‘ ' -
7. Categories of Formula Children -- 1966 to 1975
* Year - Low Income )' AFDC Other Total
1966 - 175,398 14585 0 289,979
1967 ~ ]75,394 64,06 8,743 248,203
1968 175,39 80,878 ' 16,967 . 273,239
d = ' -

1969 175,394 97,515 16,977 289,886
1970 175,394 131,044 15,113 321,561
1971 175,394 172,571 15,218 363,183
1972 175,394 223,345 : 15,715' 414,454
19737 T 175,39 246,097 16,253 - 437,744
1974 102,040 252,975 15,792 370,807

Q 1975 . 304,815 47,630 - 15,519 367,964

ERIC e R B - B
o 13
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- Section IV "

C _ Educatwna] Agenc1es*— Part A

¢ = e
1. Local (LEA) . - | ' o
- _ '.- Numbér" in Conmonwealth . 505
Number Eligible for, Titlé 1’ 505
o .Numbgr Partlcipatmg in 41t1e-1 R °
. \ a . : . . .
~ Non Participating Agencies: "
(Name) | (County) ) (AHocatlon)
Bellefonte | Centre 60,700
Bryn Athyn : - Montgomery ) 2,130
Franklin. Regional Westmoreland ) 27,901
Penn Delco . Delaware 69,432
Steel Valley * Allegheny - - 130,73
Upper St. Clair Allegheny ‘ . 26,836
. York Suburban | York © 27,901
s Yough : Westmoreland : 77,583
. , ) .
. TOTAL 423,254 .
2. Intermediate (IU) _
. . T - 7
(1v) : (Number of LEAs Served)
, _ Midwestern (#4) : | 14 -
" Northwest Tri County (#5) - " 12
Serca Highlands (#9) | 9
Berks County (#14) - ~ " 9
Northeastern (#19) 7
~ - TOTAL 51
5 L J
14
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' Total Regular On]y

. €
~ Total Summer Only

s Section V -
2ection v

Programs

1 Total Regular and Summer

’ Tota] Number Received)
Tota] Number Approved

‘Number Cooperative Programs

sl o
.COoperapive_Prngram Participants:

(Agent)
U #4

N .
N
uooouoxj

1
E- RPN VR

— ot .
N0 WOONOOONEBWN —

(LEA) -~

Grove City

. Hickory Twp.

Karns €ity
Lakeview
Laurel
Mercer
Mohawk
Moniteau
Neshannock

Reynolds .

Shenango
Slippery Rock
Union
Wilmington

Crawford Central
Penncrest
Conneaut
Titusville
Corry

Iroquois

. Ft. LeBoeuf

Gen.McCTane
Girard
Fairview
Union City-
Wattsburg

-

15

=11-

v
.-

182

36
230
448

446
A

?.'.

(County)

%
Mercer
Mercer
Butler

Mercer

Lawrence
Mercer

Lawrence

Butler
Lawrence
Mercer

Lawrence <

Butler
Lawrence

Lawrence

Crawford
Crawford
Crawford
Venango
Erie
Erie
Erie
Erie
Erie
Erie

" Erie

Erie

‘ QL .
-8 (included’ above)

K

TOTAL

TOTAL * -

(Allocation)

129,706
18,955
30,882
70,28&
30,030
48,560
31,521
42,824
13,418
49,838
66,237
35,781
40,680
60,487

669,203

192 %23

142,911
107,343
141,846
116,288
25,984
56,227
51,968
28,753
11,700
47,921
41,106

964,370

et

€
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Adstin . . Pottek 9,428

IU #9 1.
2. Cameron Co. - Cameron 47,921
3. Coudersport , . -/Potter 31,521
4. :Galeton .. Potter . . 0w 53,246
¢ ‘ 5. Johnsonburg  *- Elk . | 69,432
< 6. N. Potter Potter = - - . '54,097
© - 7. Oswayo Valley Potter c. 32,160
. R 8. Ridgway . ©Elk : . 57,931
9. Smethport - McKean L& . 58,783

v

’ | L L TOTAL 414,429
L //// - , U~ g ‘ T f : R

Brandywine Hgts. Berks . 18,955

U #14 1.
) 2. Daniel Boone - Berks - i | . 38,976
. 3. Fleetwood" 'Berks a feor 20,446
4. Kutztown Y Berks \ 51,542
- 5. Muhlenberg ~  Berks , Y .719,168
6. Oley Valley - . Berks e . 16,187
7. Schuylkill Valley Berks _ o 21,298
) 8. Twin Valley Berks o 75,396 .
9. MWyemissing Ben&a\. . 22,576
) | y v TOTAL 284,544
- c - P .
U #19 1. Carbondale ~ ~ Lackawanna S,
2. Dunmore ' Lackawanna
3. Forest City .- Susquehanna
4. Lakeland .- Lackawanna
"5. Mid Valley Lackawanna
6. North-:Pocono Lackawanna
7. Valley View - Lackawanna
™ o ’ I . TOTAL 406,583
Newport SD 1. Newport | Perry ' | 43,022
2. Greenwood Perry o © 30,243
! . .3. Susquenita Perry - : 61,765
# ' - _
' TOTAL ]35,030
Hatboro Horsham SD 1. Hatboro Horsham  Montgomery B 63,895
2. Lower Moreland Montgomery 11,075
3. Upper Moreland Montgomery ~ 30,669
Lt : | ‘ TOTAL 105,639
e . .
16




. S _/‘/f' o
N A - T
" Haverford SD - 1,/ Haverford Delaware o 93,712
& . _ ' 2/7 Lower Merion " . Montgomery g 109,047
0 //3. “Radnor: Twp. Delaware . o ovovos . 52,394

oo A . TOTAL , 255,153

. . -
. P / -
. . \. - / R
. / : . -~ . .
' / 0 . .
Yo 7" . » l ) . ° o
. N . . . b

F ‘- : / = - ) . ! o
» { ' Recap of Cooperatives . ° L -
| . _ :

/ Mumber of Programs -- . % 8

/00 Number ;g'LEA - 60 ,

S v
/ . . ‘ .
,/ . . . N . . oy v
et Total Fdnding -- 3,234,951 . Vo
N AR B —_— T
/// ' - - " ’ ._ ° l:\ . -
‘ | LT .
A 2 ' :
a - . !
v 1 ’
3 ] .
Y
\ . t
o . o
> =¥
® .
£ . -
» v‘.“\
[ 'a)

1%
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. Section \I ;o

¢ ’ : ' Partictpating Children Statistécs - PaflA Progrims e
| Unduplicated Count of Children - Both Tef& ( | -
- From public schools. N 221,154 -«
e, From .non-public’ schools '// 30,054
E t TOTAL 251,268'
— “'*fi,ﬁ-. ] '
Undupllcated Count of Children by Grade Level and Type Sch961 - Both Terms
- (Leuel),z (Public) ‘ (Privatex; (Total)
) ‘,Prgschooi" 121336 ",.-J 948 | '.‘ _13,284
13 onees i 11,398 "\ 33
46" 69,326 9,912 79,238 -
"L 48,607 - 7.7% - 56,403, L
TOTALS . "V;zgr.léif;f’ 30,054 L 2514208 '
Anelysjs of Children by Grade Level and Type ‘School - Both Terms
) PerCentage of Pre-School - | - t 5 N
o Percentagé of Early Elementarya o L3
' Rerceptage‘of Later Elementary L 32
Percentage of All'Elementary .;' (73)
R ‘Percentage ofvSeconder9 .]'»',; ' . 22 |
| Percentage of Public School Children 88 -
Percentage of Pr1vate School Children o 12,
Undup]tcated Count of Children - bxﬁGrade Level and Type School - Regular Term -
(Level) (Public). . (Private) < (Total)
Preschoo] 10.192*3E%ﬁ%i:1 o an };"'f 10,563 “
1-; 83,148 ° 10 686 - 93,834
4-6 62,702 9,181, . 71,833
7-12 w213 6921 . 51,134
TOTALS 200,255 /5 27,159 227,364
ERIC oo 18




. .
N

1

Percentage of Preschool

Percentage of Early E]ementary

" Pepcentage of Later. Elementary .

Pércentage of A1l Elementaly S . <

o

Pefcentage of Secondary

‘ Percentage of Public School Children{

.
-

Percentage of Private School Chi]dren

I

~Analysis of Cﬁi]dren by Grade Level.and Type School - Regular’'Term
3 L - ”

5
4

32

(73)
22

- 88
12

.gg

(Leve]) (Pub]ic)l \(Private) (Tota])

Preschoo] 3,309 849 . 4,158 "

1-3 16,024 2,110 18,134 .

46 4,47 L1613 16,030,
N 7412 ' 9,089 1,290. 10,379 -
. TOTALS 42,839 5,862 © | 48,701

Aha],ys'is of Children bfhrad'e Le\)»el and Type%ehoo] - Summer Term

I3

Percentage of Preschoo] 1

-Percentage of Elementary School

Percentage of Later Elementary ‘

N % o
Percentage of All Elementary

. Percentage of Secondary

PercentagZ/;f Public School Children
Percentage of Pr1vate Schbol Children -

. ‘ L ‘9*‘
Yl

4

9.
37
33

“(70)

21

88 -
12

] Undup]icated Count of Chi]dren by Grade téve] and Type Schoo] - Summer Term -

The summer term includes children who may have also partlcipated 1n the

'reguiar term. . A separate breakdown of summer term children who did not

part1c1pate in the regu]ar term is -shown below.

< ' - L

19
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: Undup]icatedECount

\~4"

of. Children Bnynade Level and -Type  School - Summer Term - -

A

-~

_Unduﬁlicate& Count of Childrén py Ethnic Group'-"Both Terms

White

Black

Hispanic American - . =
American Indian :
Other .

TOTAL

Cer +fN481;157
103,810 .
5,615
"85
541

251,208

Analysis of Children by Ethnic Group - Both Térms . -

Percentage of White

Percentage of.Black

Percentage of Hispanic American
American. Indian

N er,.

20

-16-

56.19 -

41.32

: L.
. 0.03 .
0.22

of Private School Chf]dren- K B 12-,;.

But Not Reng&r.‘. 7 : | ‘
(Level) ' (Pub]ié;>> (Privaté) (Total)’
. Rreschool 2,144 577 2,721 -
EREE N nz 8,449
4-6 6,613 731 7,344
7-12 -3},455 . 875 # 5,330 / /
TOTALS 20,989 - 1 72,895 23,844
¥ - s
‘ Y RN o , -
Analysis of Children by Grade Leve] and Iype School - Summer Term - But Not
Regular . L :

- Percentage of Preschool . fv, /:, : 17\\ ,\
P&rcentage of Early Eleméntary . .. .36 :
Percentage of Later E]emen;gry P .31 o -
Percentage of Ali E]ementaay Coe 67 %{{'
'Percentageuof Secondary — - ' 22 . Qf“
Percentage of Public School Children g8 !
Percentage’




“\) . ( B ~ ( ‘ J
U " - : - . . - ) N . . )
«omparison of Participating Childrep with Enrollments ) -

.. (Public vs. Private) . -
™~ A ’ o Pey

ent EnroT]ed

| oy t Participating Enrolled E aftic;pat1qg_ r
, _ , . - - [ o v
L Pu¥iic S 221,154 2,277,080 - - 9.7 .
Private ., _ 30,054 432,816 .. 6.9 . e
I . . R . . ’ ; .'
- TOTALS 251,208- 3&709,896 o 9.3(;
* . oo , 4 ,
. o (Ethnic Groups) o
o v - Percent Enrolled
\S:/\ ' Participating *Enrofled Participating
. » } o . y
White Jf e, 141,157 2,348,157 \, S 0"{~“ - -
Black . £ 1037810 . 321,088 3.3 . {
Hispani erican . 5,61 31,446 ©17.9 -
Amer Indian . - 8 . ' 1,463 , ) 5.8
¥her - . . 541 7,72 - .7 1.0 :
o TOTALS. 251,208 ¢ 2,709,896 9.3 _

""ﬁu -

'*Ethnic enro]lments>for non-pub]ic schools are estimated on the basis of best o
national figures available; thqrefore a s1ig:;/#naccuracy may. exist. o

{

Levél
.* . Preschool

16

7-12

-

~TOTALS

Preschool
1-6
7-12

v »

- TOTALS

(Grade‘Levels - Public S€hools)

Participating Enrolled «
i{ 12,336 156,392
s \
160,211 93(:431
48,607 //). 1,128,257
221,154 2,277,080

Participating
948
21,310
7,796

30,054

21
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13,674
224,074
195,068

432,816

! (Grade Levelsa-ilrivate Schools)
Enrolled

Percent Entolled
Participating

\

2.9

#® 6.1

! 4.3-

..‘
9.7
4

Dercent Enro]]ed
Participating

. 6.9
’ :
9.5
4.0

6.9

f’\;§ "f



Institutionalized Children-

Se7/é

ection V]I

)

Handicapped Children *

See Section VIII
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. ' ‘ f | ~ , )
- \ © Section VIL
_Children in Local Institutions - Rart A Programs |
Numbers of Formula Children ' L\\
: - ' ) I , A
(Neglected) .. (Delinquent) otal)
. - ; :
. 3824 vz ([ ~ 5113
. ;o
- ’ S . /
Numbers of Institutions ' _ S
(Neglected) - s (De11nﬁuent) . (Total). -
B o - as '
t o . . \. S ) \ . 3 . ‘ ) . /
- LN 17 ‘ )
Number of Districts Participating -- 54
s
« > :

Y

Average Allocation per Formula Child -~ . $213.39

» ‘ - | _
Averagé Expenditure per Paftié;igz;za.Child --;.$267.88 »
~ Unduplicated Count of Participating Chil n-by, radé Level

¢ (Preschool) (Gr. 1-3) - (Gr. 4-6) ~ (Gr. 7-127/
B | P 591 . 1102 2,349
4y o
S

b
23

(Toié])
4,073 .
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Ac11v1t1es and Services (PrOJects) Funded - Inst1tutiona11zed Ch11dren -

The fo]low1ng are listed in rank order accord1ng to the 1argest numbgr of children part1c1pat1ng in

,e1ther term

. Cultura) Enrichment
Physi Ed./Rec.
~Mathem§tics
Transportation
English - Other Lang Arts

Currlculum Materiq]s Center , -

-Coqnseling
“Art
Science - Soc{;l
Tutorial
VocafionaI,Ed.
 Library ;
,,Sc:ienée - Natural
i Perception Development
Special ~'Handicappéd

24

-

“ Regular Term
. No, of

No. of
Children

1,489

554"

139
357 -
0

213

T
7

S

336

N

28

29
54 -

150

S

NS

Y
~ Summer Term
No. of -No, of .
Children Project
1,283 LB ;'
. 451 R
508 -10
415 12
409 e
385 5o
308 »
188 4
'Y
296 © 5o
26 5
84 . 3.
168 5
200 . 1
A7 5
A
170 1
136 4

s



B N I

N

Projects

Business Ed.

Music

,Psychological '

Social Work

Dental

"Home Ec.

~ Medical”

Camping

a Honm}gihool Visitor

Work Study

JFpreiQn Language

"~ Food

Psychiatric

o Regﬁlar Tem
No.of - - No, of
w2
0 ]
L 3
‘58 2
5 g
5 2
0 0,
o a
20 ]
0 0
0 0
i

"

K4

y
No, of No. of
; Children Projects
0 3
'Y o
o B
0 0
0 0
, 5 B
i 2
N 1
0 0
2 1,
) 0
5 3y
" 1

2T



Sectjon'MIII

!

Handicapped Children in Special Projects - Part A Programs

' These are chi]dren who participated in proje%ts specifically designed for
them. They do not represent all handicapped children ‘who may have participated
in other projects. Amounts budgeted for projects are shown in Section IX.

Number of'Prngcts

. W :
(Regular Term) . ‘ .(Surmer Term) . (Total)
P 15 . R V | 32
. "-, . \ h N

Unduplicated chnt of Children by‘Handﬁfap'

(Handicap) (Number'oflChildren)‘ - i
Physical - .. 450
Emotionally Disturbed * - Coez )
Trainable Mentally Retarded e 455' -
Educable Mentally Retarded - A I:
Brain Wjured R 48
Visually Impafred - ‘ ‘ 119
" ‘Hearing Impaired : S 1,365
Speech/Language Impaired. ° 470 4
- | - (
s Total 3,764
‘ ) ’
. ;o
- .
25
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" Section IX' .

Activities and Services (Projects) - Part A Prograns

mmmmmwmmmemgh

16

w6

/

- | ' s R |
R . Regular Tem
“Rank  Project - Children Budget
1 Radig AN 248013
2 mecol I SELT
3 Mathema;iés C 108,58 3,758,985
§ Soclal Work - N 2818
5 mglish« Oter Lag. ots S50 1600080
6 Comseling B g&§§47 6
10 English - 2nd Lang.  © 4,88 ,477;940
gt B 5028
Speéiql Handicapped A 431,803
10 WHWMEMNMmt  942 - 3,08
M Science - Natwal 10,237' | 564,347
R Sciee- Sl W0 86
{3 - Tutorial Services _5,508
o ehlgial Sz 2550
5 betial 625 1
*Resource Centers 099 165,00

EN .

52,846

M2 451 876
W G
9000 952,60
A -1‘ 6,10
S5 A
N %M
TRy
B 5,8
AR 251,47
CEE 200
- 4,853
AT R
Y
195 26,600
8420 55,173
o

- Total Budget

th Tems

4

26,132,014
6,225,574

M6

2,859,826

R X

1,61 éis’_“ ”
154,79
Ta,
‘ w6
681,32
65,360
E)
o
IR
0,6
60

30



_— LY

SRR o - Regular Tern Sumner Term ‘_ Total Budget."‘."h
o Rank  Project . Children  Budget- . - Children Budget Both Terns
0 il Btin 24 @@ 6 s 6
o Tesitow s L w® 0 T I ¥
T X SOV PRI X R 3 B X
Mtegic S lzz,ba/ 418 TR
pefcepﬁonpgvel.opnient M6 I | , W nE .‘ R R
wse . -‘;6_,793 s LU w0 I
Hong/School Visttor 385 160,08 IRRRE R Y
TR | T e o X7 186,417
5 At C o a 517 7,261 I |
2 Vocational Education o 669 105,378 | 48 B : 148;900
7 Speech Theray 595 05 m o 6(925 07
B by Seices © 0 B0 s B 104,242
9 Canping W a0 w@m B
0 Busiess Eduation m mm o W B 6
3 kst ® T IRE Y
32 - Home Eéonomics o | ] 13,320 .8 380 1,0
B Comunity Shoo S 10,861
34 Special Education ’ 0 RERET I ~ 72 9,35 9,35
B Foreign Language o sw i a1
%  Psychlatric B . 5,60 g wm sm




. el

Tutorial (Reading/Math)

L4 ya ,\“. ,
e v
| !
\ ' , :
- Regular Tern \Sumer Tern Tota) Bugget
Rank . Project " TChildren ~ Budget ‘Children . Budget Both Terns Teﬁns
3 Clothing e e T o e 5,525
B Rt V189N 160 0 0 1,60
‘ . ‘\S\\“
9 Cotinving Education -+ 30 560 " g 560
/
Basic Skills - Percentage -of Instructional and Supportive Costs Budgeted
o (skin) o * (Percentage) \
R 5l
Preschool . . 12
Mathematics e '
English - Other Language Arts . 4 ( T r
English - Second Language = 3 A
Tutorial Services (Reading or Math ]
| AL _ 80 ~
* Based on $52,848,631 (excludes costs for administration, 1nservice,\operations/mamtenance fixed charges, C
indirect costs, costs for parents and capital outlay). - |
Five Leading Instructional Activ%ﬂes - Ranked by Number of Projects
(Activity) % (No. Projects - Reqular)  *(Nos PrOJects -Sunmer’)
1 Reading b o s
2, Mathematics 130 138
3 Pre School 64 “ 18
4 (Other Language Arts 2 39
-y - 28 1



| Five Leod_g Supportive Services - Ranked by Number of Projects | . . B j ;

(Activity) * (No Projects - Regular) * (No. Projects - Sumier)
1, Transportation 57 ’ 143
2. Counseling n 49
3, Social Work 70 23
4, - Medical 43 48
5. Dental 46 2l |
A s

R ﬁgg;se note that totals do not represent: numbers 6f districts, in that 60 districts participate in cooperative

_-projects.

Anounts Budgeted per Child in Basic Skills -

(Skitn) (Regular Tern) ~ (sumer Tern) "

Reading oW .46

Preschool 535,501 . o 0a -

Mathematics 3,62 B

English - Other Lang. Arts 35,07 VA~ ¢
English « Second Lang. 333.55 32.54 . '
Tutoria) Services - 161,99 " 6.08 ' D

(Reading or Math) !
~ , A ;
Amounts Budgeted per. Chiid in the Leading Supportive Services o

- (Service) (Reguiar Term) | ‘(Suuuer Tem)

ATransportation = 20,44 ¢ 2,53

‘Counseling 52.65 17,29

Social Nork 39 947

Nedical 20,7 55

~ Dental 17.10 6.9%"
. .f‘—\ . .
A ]
> 36
| v

&



. ) . . S N - n

- | o SECTION X
| , ) Fiscal - Part A Progranms
T Allocation Z(//

Tentative (Distributed 6-17-74) $62,680,573
Final (Distributed 3-19-75) - . 78,521,519
Approved for Projects through 8-31-75 68,334, 643
Approved for Projects after 8-31-75 9,763,622
.Available for Reallocation ' ‘ 423,254‘ B
Carry-Over . - | | /
* Included in Projects through 8-31-75 11;784,750 '
* Included in Projects after 8-31-75 - : : 9,763,622

* Total Carried Over, (Includes Amt. for Realloc.) 21,548,372 |
: /

i -

* Subject to audit ‘"

Detailed Accounting for Funds » _
(Item) o " (Amount) (Percent of Tota])

Instructional Activities . ' $44,592,326 ' ~ 56.4 q~\\‘.'
Supportive Services + . .8,5856,305 / 10.9
he * 'e ‘ . '
SUB TOTAL PROJECTS  (52,848,361) “/ . (67.3)
o : ‘ ) ¥
Administration ' 1,804,188 i‘ . 2.3
Inservice . » : 147,228 / 0.2 L j
Operation/ﬁaintenance . | 343,081 o 0.4
Fixed Charges | 7,799,228 A g9
Capital Outlay K 845,127 RN
Indirect Costs “ 3,745,476 4.8
Parqyts o ' 800,684 - 0
P s - - , U
. "# . . s ’ X ' j.k‘ - ‘
. \\\ s ﬂ?G%AL,pVERALL PROGRAM . (15,486,012) | (19,?3 o
AN cosTS o S .
37 ° ll ,




. ‘ ' //

iy T

** projects after 8-31-75 (Escrov})“ 9,763,622 e T 12,4
Avgilable for Reallocation ~ 423,25 0.6
“TOTAL ALLOCATION. ~  78,521,519. ‘100

-~

** These funds were placed in escrow under salaries for carry over due to the
“fate receipt.of thqﬁjinal aiiocation from USOE (3-11-75)

©
J

L ‘Section XI o ._,/// .

Selected Urban and Other District Profiles - Part A Pnogyams

' The foiiowing represents a profile of the ten largest distrfcts in

* Pennsylvania in the terms of allocation, plus a selected 60 small districts
which may be compared to a state profiie Also presented is a profile of the
two largest districts in terms of aiiocation along with a comparison with the .
state profile. -

B B .
f Ten Largest Districts - in Terms of Allocation . o "
e (Name) . i | (A11ocation) (/f
= Philadelphia . 3 e 24,431,177
« Pittsburgh - S - . . 5,366,297
. Chester Upland K - 1,186,949
« Harrisburg : o 1 104 900
Erie : i ‘ . 823,815
Reading ) ' R . 570,366-
Scranton : s o 569,301
. Wilkes-Barre ' _ . 462,597
Lancaster A . . 528,409
York - R o . 448,966 )
o  TOTAL 35,492,777
“ 60 Sedected Districts . o S
60 sqected pistricts . N
(Name) - ‘ ’ ~ (A110cation)
.ER T0 LISTING S INDIVIDUAL ALLOCATIONS -
W COOPERATIVE , * ARE SHOWN IN SECTION V
*  PROGRAMS IN SECTION V ,.
OF THIS REPORT SR | |
| ~TOTAL . 3,238,951 . e
38
»
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: Profile CompartSons < 70 Districts gnd State ; . .
- (1tem) . (10 Dist. ) (60 Dist.) - (State) \\\\
Percent - State Allocation 45% ' e t;;,;_;i.p

-

»

B \ ’. . .

Participating ij]dren

,w

Total Number - 130,915 - 8,488 ' 251,208

&A

Percent.of Total - ..]. | 52.1% - 3.0 o o : .5%5

L Total Public = o msae 800 o 221,158 e
jfii. .Percent of Public f'f;.:4 . '> . 86.4% © 94.3% - ﬁ88%

. Total Non- Public: sl a7 30,054

.Percent of. Non-Pub]ic ;ﬁ.. _ lm€$°“*:13.§% L 5.8% o 2%

$h | REIN A R PR MR

Perceit of Mhite, - ~1% 26.7% -  96.4%  56.2%
Total Black - . . 92,587 . . = 258 103,810
- Percent of Black, ; ,'PZ 70.7% 3.0% o 41.3%
Total Hisp. Américan C 3,329 8 5,615
13 : - : : ; : ' - -
Percent of Hisp.‘Americgn. ' L oie.c2.5% >~ 0.5% . - 2.2%
"5}Acgaunt1ng for Funds - As Buggeted T - L ‘
(Category) o (10 Dist.)  (60,Dist.)  (State)
‘éReadiﬁﬁ” S 28.4% 36.5% 38.2% .
Preschoel -~ . - - ~15.3 2.5° 7.9
©* Mathematigs - i 6.5 8.8 6.0
. % Social Wokk: ' 6.6 0i7 3.7
- English.-"Other Lang. Arts 2.9 5.1 3.0
“Counseling X 2.5 0.5 2.2
English - Second Lang.: g, 3.8 1.3 2.0
N Transportation - 0.3 2.1 1.0: ,
Eob Special Handicapped 1.0 1.5 0.9
' Cu]tura] Enrichment 0.9 _ 0 0.8.
" Other 9.4 27.3 18.6 °
L . . . CT - . :?“«
| 39 0 - L
&) , 2 }
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Overall Program Costs - Not Included 1n.Preced{gggtategori R

Administration 3 0.3 ;2.3
Inservice 0.04 0.6 0.2
. Operation/Maint. - 0.4 0.6 0.4
"Fixed Charges 1.2 8.7 10.0
- Capital Outlay 0.8 - 3.0 1.0
: . Indirect Costs 5.5 0.4 4.8
- Parents 1.3 - 0.1 1.0
. ' L ‘ -
Two Largest Distﬁicts - _In Terms of Allocation
- (Name) : | " (Allocation)
Philadelphia =~ . . C . 24,431,177

e —————

TOTAL 29,797,474 /;/‘
\

Profile Comparisons - 2|Distr1cts and State
: ' (Itan) A (Phila ) (Pittsburgh) (State)
Percent - State Altocation R KT . 6.8% S

Pittsburgh 5,366,297

. Participating Children

Total Number | * 101,690 13,95 251,208
Percent of Total ° - 40.5% 5.6%  eme-
-~ Total Public 88,1 11,598 221,154
~ Percent of Public ) 87.3% 83.1% 88X
Total Non-Public -~ 12,919 2,356 . 30,054
Percent of Non-Public .  12.7% 16.9% 12%
Total White | - 19,322 . 7,089 141,157
Percent of White ' C o 19.0% 50. 8% 56.2%
Total Black A 80,335 6,818 103,810
Percent of Black - 79.95 - 48.9% a.3%
Total Hispanic American 2,033 -8 5,615
Percent of Hispanic American _ : 01.9% ' 0.1% 2.2%
» 40
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“Accounting for Funds - As Buleted

-
v

. (Category) . « (Phila,) Sﬁitts'b) (State)
* : Projects '

" Reading 30,3% 22.3% - 34.2%
Preschool 20.8 . . 1.7 7.9
Mathematics 5.8 . 3.9 g,o ;
Social Work 8.7 7 R
English - Other Lang. Arts 1.2 12.3 3.0
Counseling" ' 0.001 5.3 2.2
English - 2nd Lang. 4.8 0 2.0

~ Transportation 0o . 0.5 1.0

- Special Handicapped 0.01 0.3 0.9
Cultural Enrichment 0.4 . 2.8 0.8
Other 3.9 - 27.1 18.6 '

* Qverall Program Costs - Not Included AboVe‘ _
Administration 4.4 0 2.3
Inservice ~ *0 *Q 0.2
Operation/Maintenance 0.02 0.6 0.4
Fixed Charges : 10.9 11.9 10.0 -
Capital Outlay 0.7 1.8 1.0
Indirect Costs : 6.2 6.0 4.8
Parents . 1.9 0.05 1.0

* Inservice projects were conducted, however costs are reflected only in contracted
services and other expenses which .were not charged to the budget by these districts.

\

&
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 Section X1
Part B Programs

~ In 1974-75, Pennsylvania became eligible for the second time for a grant
under Part B, ESEA Title I. Since the grant was not received until: June 11, 1975,
all funds were carried over to fiscal year(lggo for programs to be conducted
during the 1975-76 term. Eligibility for a grant was based on 1oéal tax effort
expressed in terms of taxes as mills on market value and concentrations of Tow
income children. Districts not meeting the school tax effort, but who had an
above average municipal tax overburden were considered eligible, with 5 districts
falling into this catogory. Specifically, this meant that the local school tax
effort had to be greatgr than the state average of 27.1, or above the state
average of 48.8 for the combined school and municipal tax effort. Based on Title I
statistics, the percentage of low income children had to be" above the state
average of 13.8. .

A11 eligible districts were invited to submit preliminary proposals in
accordance with the criteria contained in the regulations -and other information
furnished by the U.S. Office of Education. A1l preliminary proposals were
carefully screened and numerically scored by several bureaus. Scoring was based
on the following

1. Innovative nature.

] C ' .
2. Extent to which comprehensive assessment of needs demonstrated
¢y» - aneed for a Part B program.

3. Extent to which the proposal.respondédjto the needs.
4, Extent to which objectives defined the expectations of the program.

5. Extent to which aobjectives were expressed in measurable and/or
" performance: terms.

6. Extent to which anloverall evaluation could be made in terms of
L i grade groupingsror.age>groupings.;-

A11 djstricts were clearlyvadvised that even though they might be eligible
for a grant, there was no guarantee that their proposed program would be funded
due to the relatively small amount of .funds -available. However, since only 72
percent of the eligible districts applied, it was possible to fund-all the
applicants in the maximum amount they proposed The following statistics are

furnished: , . . N

Eligible Districts and Programs Submitted

Number of eligible districts 25
Number of proposals received 19
Number of programs received *18

A}

\\\A*Chester Upland S.D. withdrew proposal for $76,452.00




Program‘and Bqugt Information:

(No. Children)

(Activity/Service) |

English - Other Language Arts. N .480
Mathematics ' 3,474
Reading 3,312
Preschool 570
Tutorial 370

Sub Total - Instructional

Psychological 450
Counseling 4 - 737
Transportation . 570
Home/School Visitor (70

Medical | | Yo 120
| | Sub Total Supportive

Costs not included Above -

Administration
Indirect Costs

" Inservice

Operation/Maintenance ' ’
Fixed Charges: .

Capital Outlay

Costs for Parents

- o Sub Total Othér Costs

Total Amount Budgeted
AVai]ab]e for Reallocation )

Total Allocation

Selected Budget Categories Included Above

_Salaries
"Materials and Supplies

] .
Concentration of Services

Unduplicated count of children served
Average amount budgeted per child

(Amt. Budgeted)

327,000
314,072
255,974
53,274
39,360

(986,680)

20,360
11,444
3,650
2,850
2,850

’] e
Ja 54)

9,600
30,684
3,483
6,416
106,856
84,222
1,950

(243,211)

1,274,045
84,992

799,837
120,212

7,203
176.88



Sectjon XIIT
Part C Programs

'Public Law 93-380 changed the method of distnibuting Part C funds.
Instead of allocating on a statewide basis in 1974-75, the funds were distributed .

- to counties with the highest concentrations of low income children. . The U.S.

0ffice of Education determined the*following counties to be eligible and computed

the\Ejlocations as indicated: <
‘Allegheny County - ssgimiy

Delayare County ~ 144,750

PhiT@delphia County ' 1,622,430

\ Total '2,326;597

Since the grant was not received until March 10, 1975 the funds were
in most cases not.ysed until school year 1975-76, although a few djstricts
did use part of them for a 1974-75 summer term program. -

Practically aln districts are using the funds for continuing or
supplementing prev1ously approved Part A proJects in the area of the basic
skills.

There were a total of 62 districts eligible for funds. To date, only 41
of these districts are expected to participate. The remaining funds will be
_ reallocated within Allegheny and Delaware county. ' -

Part C funding wi11 be discontinued after this year in accordance with
P.L. 93-380. Since funds were first made availablé in 1970-71, this program
has not been popular with smaller districts. This was due to0 the relatively
small amount of money, maintaining of additional sets of records and difficulty
in evaluating the program apart from the Part A pragram which it often
supplemented.
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| SECTION XIV

.Compliance with Cr1ter1a = . o .

(See USOE Directive INST L203.1 = Formerly Program Guide #44)

While the 1aws governing ESEA Ti le/f/are complicated the basic principﬁes'
are contained in the publication cited above. This directive must be carefully
perused by all persons charged with the responsibility for administering the
program, or those wishing to gain a basic.understanding of ESEA Title I. Cop1es
are available without charge for any interested persons.

Attendance Areas

Eligible attendance areas are selected on the basis of the highest
concentrations of low income children. In making this determination, school

. districts use a variety of data sources, but whatever data are used must be . X

applied-uniformly throughout ‘the district. Most Pennsylvania districts: find
that the best data sources are AFDC records, free or reduced Tunches, home/

‘- school visitor reports and parent questionnaires. In Pennsylvania, the
,various methods of target selection have been given an alphabetical designation
lﬁnd are as follows:.

- FA"”g;Pergentqge Methodﬂ;i, o
‘“B" - Numerical Average Method' ‘*’ :
“C" - Combination Percentage/Average Method
"p" -.ﬂo Nide Variance Method

In 1974-75, 3,332 attendance areas were declared eligible. This represents

approximately 78 percent of the total number in the state. The number of districts'

-

using the prescribed target method were as follows
' 153 - Percentage
v | 1 - Combination Percentage/Average - - %
. 343 - No Wide Variance : - . ’

Although Public Law 93-380, August 21, 1974, -makes some changes in the
selection of eligible attendance areas, the 1974-75 program applications were
solicited on June 17, 1974 and therefore the changes cannot be implemented until
the 1975-76 program year. ‘The most sionificant effect of the changes will be
in the "no wide variance" method of selecting attendance areas, whereby
eligibility will be based on a district-wide variance rather than a statewide
variance in the incidence of low income children. The statewide variance has
been established_as 8 percentage points for the past several years.and from
70 to 75 percent of the districts were able to declare all attendance areas
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as eligible. Using the districtwide variance, will fird many districts unable
to -use the no wide variance method. ' However, a so.called “grandparent clause"
in the law will enable districts to declare some attendance ‘areas eligible in
1975-76 and 1976-77, even if they do not currently. meet the required -percentage/
average requirements. This means that.in 1977-78 there will be a considerable
lesser number of eligible attendance areas. It-also means that a great many
districts will face preparation of detailed comparability reports for the first
time. Districts are being alerted to these ramifications. :

Needs Assessment

As mentioned in the 1973-74 evaluation report, further measures were”to be
- taken in 1974-75 to strengthen the needs assessment process. An official position
paper was ‘issuéd for 1974-75 and the narrative portion of the application amended
to provide a standardized and more detailed documentation of the process. . This
was the greatest in depth effort made in the area of needs assessment since
inception of the program. The application provides a-detailed record in response
to the following questions: - . , '

How was the assessment done?

When was it done?

,_.
'

.

Who was involved?
. |

What priorities were established?

EN

Although the SEA believesithat an adéquatefnéeds assessmenf process'is in
- effect, further refinements can be éxpected for 1975-76. -

Pennsylvania takes no official position on the priority for particular
groups of pupils, such as preschool, early elementary and secondary. The
comprehensive assgssment of needs, if properly conducted will bring Title I
services to those children with the greatest needs. - . ‘

L]

The narrative portion of the Title'I application requires that comprehensive
planning sessions be well documented to show the involvement of non-public school
authorities, parent council members, local institution representatives, staff

- consultants and representatives of community action and other agencies.

The address, phone number‘and other information must be shown for each-
.parent council member. The district must describe the nature and eltent of
parental involvement in the planning, with specific requirements as to -what -
unmet meeds of pupils as suggested by parents are to be met in the program.
Any unmet needs must be shown in order of priority. In addition to this
documentation, the state requires that the parent council chairperson and
non-public school authorities submit a statement indicating their involvement
in the comprehensive planning phase of the program. .

| Speciél‘ﬁ}ojects for handicapped\chilgren a%e«aﬁproVéd’only when -
assurances are received from the Divisi f Special Education that other
funds are not available to meet the needs ® these children.

46
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. Pennsylvania has a mandated bi-1ingual program, therefore, English
.Second Language programs are approved, only if the applicant can demonstrate .
that any Title I project in this area is above and beyond the state program
requirements. . ' . |

!
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" due to the Orshansky formula which found

™~

o : 1
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Program Design

In 1974-75, Pennsylvania requ1red that a minimum of $234 be spent on each
T1tle I child. In previous years concentration of services was based on a
spec1f1ed percentage of the Title I formula children counted each year. This
meant that 335,562 children could have been served in 1974-75, but many districts
chose to effect a greater degree of concentration and only 25l 208°children were
served. Even though “the total allocation was not expended, carryover funds from. .
previous years (1972-73 and 1973-74) brought the per pupil expend1ture to
approximately $3l0 00 per child. # .

" Special emphas1s on' the writing of performance obJect1ves continued in-
1974-75. A great measure of improvement was noted in this area. There were
at least 60 percent fewer delayed or cond1t1onal approvals caused by def1c1ences

,in writing objectives, than in the precedfng year.

>

No official pos1t1on is taken on T1tle I summer ‘services; Pennsylvanla
believing eacHfdistrict is better able to.determine this. Of the 448 programs

~ submitted, 266. (59%) included summer projects The number of summer only

programs decreased from 66 in the previoug year to 36 in 1974-75. This was
§avy of the smaller districts with
increased funding and therefore better abjeito afford a regular term program.
Private school children in Pennsylvania continued to be afforded a
meaningful opportunity to participate in Title I. In 1974-75, services were
afforded to 30,054 such children. This represented 12 percent of the total
participants. Non public school children represent approximately 16% of the
State school population. Almost 7 percent of the enrolled non public children
were involved in.Title I. A number of private schools in Pennsylvania do not
participate in Title I (Am1sh some Mennonite, etc.). Considering this, it s
believed that comparisons between public and non public school percentages
(e.g. percentage of total participants¢and percentage of participants versus
enrollees) would be most favorable. Detailed statistics are outlined in
Section VI of this report. o ‘

lv
Y AL

Implementation of Programs

Staffing statistics are not presented in this evaluation. The SEA
concentrates its efforts on the systematic collection of data in those areas
in which it knows by experience to be of general and continuing interest to
those agencies, organizations and individuals who request Title I information.

~ Since statewide staffing information has not been among the areas of general
interest, -collection efforts are concentrated on other data. This does not

mean’staffing is ignored. Adequate staffing information appears in all
applications and is carefully reviewed during the review process, where it
becomes a meaningful facet of each individual program. 74 percent of the
state allocation is budgeted for staff salaries.
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Program applications contain a descr1pt10n of inservice tra1n1ng for A
Title 1 staff and special attention is given to jJoint training of aides. and
the professional staff members with whom they work - y_

V1rtua11y all programs conta1n an- inservice- component consisting of severa]
sessions during the year. Statewide statistics are not collected as to numbers
of persons involved. Séction X of this report notes that $147,228 was budgeted: -
for inservice. This figure does not in any. respect portray the scope of inservice
training. The sum represents only contracted and other expenses devoted to
inservice. Mg§t inservice programs are .conducted by locally paid Title I

~ staff meinbers with available materials; therefore these costs are not reflected
in the overall 1nserv1ce program
. K4 S

Parents are becoming more and more 1nv01ved 1n Title I. During 1974 75
the SEA conducted a series of 18 workshops. throughout the state to train leaders .
and participants for parent councils for every Title I school in the state.
‘There were 860 parents and 600 local administrators involved in this effort to
give parents a better understanding of Title I and to promote an understanding
of how school and local school officials can work together It is estimated
that almost 15,000 parents were engaged in councit activities, and 5,000 in
other Title I act1v1t1es during the year. The increased involvement. of parents
mandated by P.L. 93-380 is commensurate with an overall Commonwealth policy
of increasing the influence of parents, and citizens genera]ly, in the-
operation of Pennsylvania schools. L .

The SEA closely monitors expend1tures for equ1pment, materials and
supplies. Unless a justification can be presented, equipment may not exceed
6 percent of the total program budget. Materials and supplies are limited
to 10 percent. Most districts find no problems with these limitations and
waivers are rarely requested. Statewide, 6 percent of total amount budgeted
was for materials and supplies with sllghtly over 1 percent being budgeted

-~ for all cap1ta1 outlay. _
, ConstructLon with Title I funds is strongly d1scouraged and requires
prior SEA approval before any amount is included in a proposed budget. No
funds for constructions were authorized in 1974-75.

A11 applications require that the narrative portion contain plans for g;
disseminating Title I information. Implementation of the plans are checked -
"during on-site visits and formal evaluations. Press coverage appears to be |
very adequate in most cases. Internal staff dissemination is steadily
1mprov1ng due to the efforts of monitors and evaluators.

With 1ncreas1ng emphas1s on parental involvement dissemination to
parents has reached a much more satisfactory level than in earlier years.
. The ‘SEA annually- makes a major effort in dissemination at a 4-day conference
sponsored by the Pennsylvania Association of Federal Coordinators. In
addition, periodic regional workshops are being conducted at more frequent
intervals by the program review staff. .

~

A
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Evaluat1on

During 1974-75, The SEA contracted with the Bureau of Research, West
Chester State Col]ege to analyze the pre and post test scores of T1t1e I
children in reading and mathematics. This was th’/most comprehensive data
obtained to date by the SEA and jt is planned to continue this effort with

“expectations that a greater number of districts will present data free of
errors for proper analysis. Theresults of this effort are contained in .
.Part II of this publication. . : ' S

Approximately 65 percent of all program operations were either
monitored or evaluated during the year. The formal on-site evaluations
- are conducted under the supervision of the Division of Field Surveys. A
pool of approximately 800 persons is maintained. to perform evaluations. -
This 1list of evaluators encompasses teachers, administrators and program
directors in ali=subject areas of education at the elementary, secondary '
. and higher education levels. Also, parents from community. act1on agenc1es
and/or advisory councils are used as evaluators.

A standard instrument is used by all eva]uators to measure. the \
effectiveness of the\I1t1e I program and to. ‘insure that ‘the program is being
evaluated in accordance with the law. During.the year, 148 Pprograms were
evaluated at a cost of $76,650. A1l evaluhtion reports are scrutinized by the

. Chief, Division of Compensatory Programs, the Senior Programs Officer and the
e reg1ona1 reviewer concerned. All reports are followed up by a letter or a
.series of letters and new programs are not approved until the previous evaluat1on
report is reviewed.and it can be determined that any deficiencies have been ‘
corrected ;

L}

The SEA is not completely satisfied with its efforts in respect to -
evaluation and monitoring. While there was a 10 percent increase in the
number of programs monitored or evaluated, the goal of 100 percent still .
has not been realized. Although 2 add1t1ona1 regional reviewers were added

' to the 1974-75 staff, the increased paper work, involvement in regional
workshops and training of -the new staff members did not expand the scope
of monitoring activities to the degree that was hoped for. A standard self -
evaluation instrument was developed and used for 1974-75. A review of the
forms compensated somewhat for “the deficiency in on-site monitoring and
evaluation visits. In an effort to improve the competency of on-site
evaluators, a series of workshops were conducted throughout the state in
1974~ 75 with 213 persons attending the sessions.

LQn , .

Sugp]ement1ng versus Supp]ant1ng

A11 applicants qre reguired to give an assurance that Title I funds
will not be used to supplant state and local funds. The application review
process includes an effort to detect any violations in this respect.
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Goa]s for 1975 76

of the 1974.75" pragra}h the SEA has
'nt in.the fol1ow1ng areas by: ,

\ K

> . | Based on the overa]] eva]uati

. i
G‘;bﬁu s

= Increasing the" numbar 9f30n~s1te monitor1nq vis1ts during

prograh operationgy#:’« ;
p p i | L,

‘g 6n the basic sk11ls. T
. o
'“iﬁf "= Providing further tra1n1ng for on s1te evaluators.

- .' - - Continuing emp/

- D1ssem1nat1ng more 1nformat1on to parent councils.

y - Deve]op1ng better 1nstruments for recording on-site eva]uat1ons .
. and mon1tor1ng visits. : _ . o B

-. PrOV1d1ng more educationally sound projects for 1nst1tut10na11zed
}ch11dren. .

- 4Improv1n' program review techn1ques\and establishing more prec1se 1/
standardg, for the review of self evaluat1on forms.

’
SN —

P
T ‘. : P
“ g : iy - T .
T «Q&v - Sy Y %
-~ ) ' . o -

- Developing and=1mp1ement1ng an electronic data collection system,

50 .
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Compensatory Educatiqn E '
Chief, Division of Compensatory William M, Dallam
Programs . v . .
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."‘ o v /'/

" Regional Reviewérs ) | ﬁt“:4:'

- Clarence T. Berner : j
Jacqueline B. Brown (; N
Joseph E. Dunn 5
Ray K. Hagenbuch >
James A. Holmes
Karl E. Hope
Robent E. Martin
James M. Sheffer
Thomas Schurtz

~ This Evaluation Report prepared by: - Kenneth H. Schmelzlen, . A
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- e
\ Nandira R. Williams S
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& Clerk Typist

N

' B - Patricia A. Gabriel : —~
Data Collection Clerk :
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I Comments o
The following report represents the’Pennsy]Vania Department of Education's
effort to gather and analyze evaluative data on a state-wide basis. The
Title I programs throughout the Cormonweal th have previously been evaluated
using a variety of product and process criteria which have been difficult to
" combine ih a coherent report. In order to effect a state-wide analysis, the

Pennsylvania“Departme t of Education entered into a contract with the Bureau

of Research at West/Thester State College. The Department of Education gath-
ered and screened fhe available test results~whife_west Chester State College
processed and anallzed the data. . , ~
| II. . Procedures
In the Spring of 1975 all school districts hav1ng Title 1 programs were
asked to provide the pre- and posttest scores of participating students in
reading and mathematics. No stipulations were made as to the dates for pre-
and posttesting or the tests to be emp]oyed. - : ]
- As a result, a very diverse group of esis with pre-post interva]s of /
four months ‘to two years was presented for ana]ysis The data from over 50{‘:
school districts could not be ana1yzed due to one or more of the fo]lowi‘ﬁ’é5
lproblems ”
; -
1) Scores reported in other than grade equivalent form Percentiles
and standard scores were emp]oyed |
2) Interval between pre- and posttests not stated.
3) Test used was not identified. |
4) Posttesting with an 1nstrument'different than that used on the éw
pretest. 4 :

5) Grade level of student not specified. .
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.

Three.hupdred and sevent&?threé (323) schgol districts submitteﬂg¥osters
which wére free bf these efrors. In order to determine the 1mpactlof Title 1
progfams statewide, the data from the standardized tests were ané]yzed tq
defermine: | |

1) Is the 1nérea§e in performance between pre-and posttests
statistically significapt? The "t" test between correlated -
'ﬁeéns was employed at the .05 level of confidence (two tailed).
vie 2) Is the 1ncrease in performance bétheen pre- and‘postfests
greater than the interya] between testﬁ?' If eight mbnths ; 5 .
elapse between pre- ahd posttests, do the students gain
eight months of content mastery? This is a very stringent
procedure since these children tyb1c§1}y show about seven
months' i?éréase in content mastery in a nine to ten-month ..
schoo% year, 4 | 2o
3) Is the student's growth rate during the interval betwéen

pre- and posttests greater than wouid be expectéd on the

basis of his past performance? A child enters the fourth

grade with a reading pretest of 2.0. This means he‘has

studied four years (K-1-2-3) to achieve tYO years o% con-

tenﬁ mastery. His typical gain per school»year, therefore,

is' .50 years or five months. Rapp'ana Haggart].sﬁggest the

following fype formula for expected ain:

Entering Grade Equivalent Score . , |
Grade to Nearest Month x Interval Between Tests

Expected Gain =

-

. ]Rapp, M. L. and Haggart, S. A. "Idiographic Analysis of Achievement
Measures" Educational Technology, Vol. XIII, No. 5, May, 1973, pp. 23-26.

26



If the obsefved gain exceeds the expfcted gain, then the éhi]d'§
learning rate has acge]eréted during the time segment evaluated.
! Such acceleration is esséntia] if these ch%{dfen are to mgxs
towara the national norﬁs.‘ This analysis (observed vs. expected
gain) is appropriate at the mfdd]e and upper elementary grades .
but is considered too st;ingentfat the earlier grades (one and tﬁéT’“h/v
because of noq-estab]ishnent of typical past performance. It was,
the?éfore, not employed at grades one and two. The 1nd191dua1 school
dfstrict reports‘did include this data for grades qhe and two for
informational purposes; Thé ﬁnit for'stafisticg1~gna1ysis was thg_

~————
class. Class means by grade level'werewdeveloped for the pretests

'aﬁa—posttests on'standardizéa~zggz§t C]ass sizes with less than
10 were exc]uded from the ana]ysfs. Data, however, was run for
informational purposes for the district.
III. Results | .
The results are presented ih two sections. The first secfion presents the

A}

analysis of sfatewide reading and mathematics data submitted by‘school districts
other than Phi]adé]phia and Pittsburgh. The second sec%i?n is the analysis ;f
data from-Phif;Helphia-and Pittsburgh. -

In each section the resuy]ts are .analyzed by the test emp]oyed: There were
no dominant mathematics achievement tests utilized statewide, however, so

analysis in Section I is for 611 mathematic§ achievement test data combined.

Reading-Statewide. Only school districts submitting pre-post data for at

least ten students per grade level are included. The class was the unit for

analysis. If a distrieg“suppﬁied data for more than one class per grade each

R .
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class was treated as a separate entity and was.utilized in the statistical
analysis.. For instance, if a district submitted data for six seventh grade
ciasses, six class means were developed and were utilized in the statistical
analysis. In order to obtain alpicture of the .impact of Tit]e I programs
statewide, the data was organized in tabular form to describe the percentage
of classes in which the mean observed gain exceeded ;ne interial between tests.
This same procedure-was then applied to determine the.percen}age of classes in
which the observed gain was greater than tne'expeétedf This deecriptive data
is presented in Table ‘p
Table I indicates that school district in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
were very succeseful in improving Tit]e I participants' rate of learning in
reading. The percentage of districts in which the observed gain exceeded _
the.interyal between tests ranged from 38.6% at the first grade level to 100%
at the téhﬁﬂ grade level. Of the 2,319 statewide classes studied in this
report, 1,262 or 54.4% hadlan observed mean gain greater than the interval
- between tests.“ The pereentage of classes i which the observed mean gain
from pre to post exceeded the expected mean gain ranged from 66.7% in the
twe]fth grade. to 100% at the tenth grade 1eve1 Statewide, 1,418 of the
1,847 classes from grades three through twelve or 76.7% shewed mean gains
greater than expected. ' "
Presented in Table II is the performance of Title I participants in

districts which administer the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test. The vocabulary
subtest scores.are!analyzed by grade Tlevel,

'/Reading vocabulary improvement was statistically significant at all nine
1eveis. With tne e;ception of grade seven, the observed gain was significantly
higher than expected in every gnade._The'observed mean gain was greater than the
mean ‘interval between tests at five qf‘the_ninelgrade Tevels and was fairly close

%
at the four grade-levels. 58 ‘
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Tab]e 1

Summary of Performance Comparisons By Grade Level
For 373 School Districts. On A1l Reading Measures
(Philadelphia and Pittsburgh Not Included)

Number Of Number .Number-
District ‘Observed Gain Observed Gain
- Class > - > :
Grade Spmparisons* Test Interval ¥ Expected Gain z g
1. 70 21 38.6% N/A N/A
2 402 - - 209 52.0% N/A - N/A
3 . 433 239 55.2% 331 76.4% |
4 432 203 47.0% 309 BRI H: S
. . - . ,. ;‘:’ ®
.5 369 : 202 54.7% = 293 ' u_u79 4% T
6 266 158 59. 4% o,
7 158 00 633 S0 o rx
8 134 ST 86T T T
g 39 ' v 8T a, pre P T
10 8 8, " 100:0%, . . 100 SN
e ; C T o "):"'
1 5 4‘ 3 ﬂ%,. - »80.0% o 30 0% -), - N
12 3 , ~2=* L %, ;53 7% ~ _ 66 7% : 7 -
XR ‘ Fad - - ' ) \ ‘; 2
. . » . fa@ ’ M‘\ - \ ; _ n/ X - ) .
*Number of school d1str1cts subm1tt19g pre- post dat} éﬁ ) 1eas¢ te udentsvﬂvs,f"
for comparison at this -grade level:  If a d1str1c€\' byrits data for more tnan } .
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' ' " ‘Table II A
: ) . P
. 1974-75 Performance of Pennsylvania* Title I Participants

| ’On_Theg?gtes~MacGinit1e Reading.Vocabulary Test |
| | | | wo
Number o e Observed ———
.. . of Number ‘ Interval vs.

:  District : of Pre Post Observed "t"  Between Expected Expected
.Grade C[asSes ’Children Mean Mean Gain Pre-Post Tests Gajn*** Gain
1 710 .. 181 1.51 210 .59° 11.99% - .55 .67 N/A,

2 53 1,747 165 257 .92 2130 .7 .62 WA

L3 s e 204 aMT .97 18dew 76 .53 7.66%

4 55 1,649 3.17 3.88 .71 1373 .77 - .61 2.08%
5 44 1,204  3.68 4.43 .75 © 18.89%* .78 .58 _ 4.56%*
6 31 793  4.28 5.04 (.76 10.64% .79 56 .2.46%
i 434 5.00 5.64 .64 614w .73 51 1.28Ns

& 13 3 5.47 6.3 .8 6614 5 51 2.7

,’5§5/4~i Y. 135  6.30 7.94 1.64 5.8 g5 60 3.54%+
&;:‘.ﬁ g24|
. *Exéiud{hg Philadelphia and Pittsburgh o .

o #*Significant at .05 Tevel; degrees of freedom based on number of district cfasses

. - S C S . ’ - . v
*?*Expec€5p‘6ain = Entering Grade Equivalent Score x Interval Between Tests
PR Grade to Nearest Month

3




Analysis of the Title I paﬁticjpan}s'perforhanCe on the reading
-« comprehension subtgst of the GateS-MacGinitie Readinb Test 1nd1cates(é .
high degrée of. success in produ;1ng gains in reading. comprehension. Table III..
e shows that ail nine grades, whfch were analyzed by a correlated . tést showed
's1gnificant 1mprovement from pre to post. At the elevenih grade level there‘was
on1y one class-and a statistical test could not be employghxg\gyen the observed
gains-ﬁEre coﬁpared to the expected gains, there were statiStically significant
improvements in avérage rate of growth for grades fhree through eight. In
.grade nine only four classes were available, which made itld1ff1cu1t to obta1h
statistical significance. However, the observed mean gain of 1.61 was more
than a full year better than the expecteg mean gain for the four t1a§ses.
While it may not have been'statisticall& significant it was the most
impfess1ve gain made at any grade level.

Some of the districts fepon;ed their Title I participants' reading
p;rformance by\the total Gate§-MacGinitie\test scqres; These results are re- ™
ported 16 @able IV; The increase in total_reaﬂing prdficiency was statisfically
éign1fican£ for grades@one.through nine. In grades ten,-eleven and twelve, ¢
there were only two classes available, which made it difficult to achieve |
statistical significange. The observed gaips, however, were impregsiVe at
each grade level. - |
| The observed gain wa§ significantly greater.than expected in grades three
through nine. Again the tenth, eleventh and twelfth ggades‘showed markedly
high reading gains which though statistically not significant for thé reasons
‘cited above, .the practical significancé should again be noted.

With tﬁe éxception of the first grade, the observed gain exceeded the

interval between tests. The 1mprovement is particuiarly high at the secondary

. ‘




~ Tabte 111

1974-75 Performance of PennSy]vahia* Title I Pakticipants

° o . On The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Test
o ",’ "tll'
Number - v ‘ ' : _ Observed
of Number . =~ : ' VS,
District of Pre Post Observed "t" Between Expected Expected
Grade (lasses Children Mean Mean _ Gain . Pre-Post _Tests _Gain*** Gain
19 142 1.3 1.76 .80 - 3.82% .50 WA ¢ N/A
2 51 1,572 1.60 2.37 .77 16.32* .79 N/A  N/A
3 57 1,759 2.02 2.95 .93  16.57%* .76 50 7.85%
4 55 1,523 2.72 3.59 - .86  “17.01** .77 .52 6.45%*
5 45 1,098 3.28 4.22 .94  17.25% .78 .51 7.96%*
6 32 746 3.92 4.98 1.06 14.02% .78 .51 6.70%*
7 15 401 4.52 5.42 . .90 5.58% .72 .45  2.74%*
8 12 327 5.31 6.38 1.07  6A0%* .76 .50 3.32%%
9 4 135 6.33 7.94 1.61  3.75%* .85 59 2.28 NS
1 1 28 7.98 8.45 .47 N/A .80 .58 N/A
% | ' u o :

‘*Excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
**Significant at .05 level; degrees of freedom based on number of district classes

***Eypected Gain = Entering Grade Equivalent Score x Interval Between Tests
. - Grade to Nearest Month




Table IV .
1974 75 Performance of Pennsylvania* Title I Participants
. On The Gates-MacGinitie Total Reading Test
. : . . lltll
Number . . ‘ ' a - Observed
of - Number . Interval vs.
District of Pre Post Observed "t Between Expected Expected
Grade Classes Children Mean Mean __ Gain Pre-Post _Tests Gain*** __ Gain
. = - o , _ I
1 "N 304 1.24 1.76 52 4.06** .60 .61 . N/A
2 7 2,363 1.64 2.43 .79 16.60** .77 .63 N/A
3 70 2,179 2.19 3.05 .86  18.52*%* .75 .55 | 5.52%*
' 4 66 2,086 2.91 '3.72 81 1T.97%* W77 .55 5.85%*
5 55 1,855 3.50 4.28 .78 10.46%* .78 .55 2.64**
6 42 1,350 4.08 4.93 © .85 . 11.29%* , .80 .54 4.02%*
7 .34 . 1,107—%.63 5.82 1.19 - 13.30** .78 \ .52 7.19%*
8 27 7527 5.10 6.18 1.08 8.47%* 79 .49 4,78*%*
9 9 191 6.08 7.47 1.39 6.21** .80 .54 . 3(77*f
10 2 73 7.86 8.86 1.000  7.69NS .90 . .72 5.18 NS
n 2 122 8.3 9.55 1.19  12.47'Ns .85 .67 1.93 NS
o ‘ . _
12 2 _ 90 9.45 10.38 " f93 3.00 NS -.85 . .68 .55 NS
(247 S |

¢ *Excluding Philadelphia and‘Pittsburgh ’
**Significant at .05 level; degrees of freedom based on number of district classes

***Expected Gain = Entering Grade Equivalent Score x Interval Between Tests
Grade to Nearest Month N
¢ ; ;"ﬂ‘;°." &

“
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level (grades seven through tweiVe)_with gains ranging from nine months

v

to almost fourteen months occurring in from eight to nine months between

testing.

-

The second most commoniy administered instrument to assess reading

achievement in Title r programs was the Stanford Achievement Reading. Test.

a Table V shows that there was. a statistically significant improvement from

pre to post at grades two through eight. Only one ciass was available at the

tenth grade level and a correlated "t" test could not.be run. The observed

- gain was greater than the interval between tests at grades five, six and ten "

L}

and the observed gain was significantiy“greater than. the expected gain in

L4

grades three through 51x on the Stanford Aﬁhievement Reading Test. , w

Table VI indicates the progress of children enrolled in programs u51ng

the Metropoiitan Achievement Reading Test. Significant improvement from pre-

to posttesting was observed at all grade levels. (The correiated "t"l test was.
not run at grade nine because there Was only one class.) In grades four_through
eight-the observed gain was greater than the_intervai betueen tests indicating

a normal rate of growth. When the data was analyzed to determine whether or not

there was a significant improvement in the average rate of growth, statistically -

significant improvements were found in grades four, five and six. GFades seven

~

and eight approached significance but because of the small number of classes at
each grade level, statistical significance was not obtained. At eacR’grade |
level, however, the qbserved mean gain was much higher than the average ex- :;"f.m
pected gain (. 99 to .56 at grade seven and 1.10 to .61 at grade eight)
In’Tabie VII the results of the anaiysis of data from school districts
utiiizing the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test are depicted ~ Statistically
significant improvement from pre to post was found at all grade levels where @ﬁ%’

-

L)
L]

64
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Table V
{
' 1974 75 Performance of Pennsylvania* Title I Participants
“ . On The Stanford Achievement Reading Test
l ‘ . : ) lltll
~ Number K ' Observed
of " Number - . ' Interval . vs.
District 'of . Pre Post Observed B A Between. Expected Expected
+Grade Classes Childrep Mean Mean Gain Pre-Post Tests  Gain***  Gain
: - ’ 3 L o R
1 6 153 1.28 -.07  -.18NS .95 N/A N/A
’ A . .
2 88* 2,849 2.37 .74 22.44%* .86 N/A N/A
3 81 2,814 2.98 .79 ' 20.79** .87 .66 2.87%*
4 77 2,546 . 3.60 . - .80 19}40**'“-".“ .86 .62 4,074
5 60 2,065 3.50 4.41 .91 15,60 .86 61 5.07%*
6 37 1,237 4.7 5M1 .94 g9.92% » 9], 64 3.44%
7 16 491 4.49 5.3 .81  3.46* .88 .57 .98 NS
8 0 165 4.83 5.58 .75 _ 2.28** .88 .54 .62 NS
10 1 35 5.67 7.14 1.47 | N/A 1.00 .58 N/A
[2,55% -
*Excluding Ph11ade1ph1a and P1ttsburgh
**Significant at .05 level; degrees of freedom based on number of district classes
ok _ Entering Grade Equivalent Score
Expected Gajn Grade to Nearest Month x Interval Between Tests
. ~
A - 4
' 65 "




Tab]e'VI‘

1974-75 Performance of Pennsylvania* Title I Participants

¢ On The Hctropolltan Achlevennnt Reading Test
. _ ugn
Number . S - Observed *
. of Number - Interval ‘ vs.
T District of  Pre Post Observed “t" . Between Expected Expected
--Grade :Classes Children Mean Mean __Gain Pre-Post _Tests” _Gain*** _ Gain
. ‘e . . ) \ 5‘ " +
1 9 152 1.08 1.63 .55 B.28** . .64 .63 - N/A
2 3 1,588 1.70 2.41 .71 24.25% gl .73 NA
3 32 1,288, 2.19 ZB& .65 17.68% .80 i .59 1.16 S
4 31 1,390 2.67° 3.53 .86+ 20.38%* .8 56 5.51Rx
5 26 1,005 3.39 4.28 .89 15.53** © .86 .61 4.63%*
6 . 16 602 3.93 4.78 .85 11.18% . .82 5 3.58%*
7 7 193 4,53 .5.52 .99  4.45** .85 T56 1.821S
. . g ) | \ ) _ . R
8 -8 242 5.23 6.33 1.10 4.44%* 91 .61 .0 2,13 018
9 1 - 7.13 8.00° .87 /A .70 55 N/A -
: QC‘? ' o P ) ¥

*Exc]udlng Ph11ade1ph1a and Plttsburgh .
) **S1qn1f1CJnt at .05 lele degraes of freedom based on number of district classes -

***Expgcted_Ga1n =

Enterinn Grade tquivalent Score -

Grade to Nearest Month X Interva] Betwuen Tests

.o~
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R A Table oL v

1974-75 Performance of Pennsylvan1a* Title I Participahts
On The, Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test

. . < )
- . v e -

» e l;tl!

Number ~ N ' R o Observed
of . Number o - Interval . Vs,
: District of Pre Post Observed "t" - Between Expected Expected’
Grade Classes Children Mean Mean. Gain  Pre-Post _Tests Gain*** J--Gain
2 7 © 57 2.4 67 6.83% 690 50 o NAT
" S . . s Y@ o - ) _ : (\ - .
3, 17 430 2.15 2.88 ° .73 .10.45% .81 - .59 . 1.77\NS
4 22 687 271352 .81 11.2% .80 54 2,99%x . -
5 23 ..795 -32474.08 . .88 8.7 46 3.97%% .
6 21 679 3.72 472 1.00  13.44% 49 6.23%
L7 12 - 497 a2 5.09 .97 | 6.72% 46 3.97%
8 10 276 4.60 5.63 1.03 . 6.05%% .7 A3 3690 (.
' 5 276 - 5.75 6.97 1.22 . 6.08% .80 51 3.21%%
| . ' A

. *Excluding Ph11ade1ph1a and Pittsburgh ¢ .
**S1gn1f1cant at .05 level; degrees of freedom based on number of d1str1ct c]asses

"
***Expected Ga1n = Enter1ng Grade Equ1va1ent Score X Interva] Between Tests .

- Grade to Nearest Month




the Diagnostic was used. Additionailya the observed gain exceeded the inter-
val between tests at all levels except the second and third grades, which
almost equalled the interval between tests. The observed gain was significantly
better than'the expected gain at grades four throughleight. ‘The test was not

run at grade two and at grade three the trend was present. (.73 abserved to

.59 @pected) but it did not reach significance.

Various other reading tests. were employed by schobl districts throughout:
the Commonweal]th. These tests‘vere,administered to Tess than ten classes‘per
grade level and were not analyzed separate]y; Grade equivalent-scoresbon
these lesser used tests were combined and analyzed together. Table VIII
" “indicates . that there was a signifioant observed gain at grade levels one through
ten when a corrclated "t" test was utilized to determ1ne pre-post gains. -

: There was only one class at both the eleventh and twe]fth grade levels and ‘the
.statistical test’ could not be employed. However, both classes were outstanding
The mean ga1n for the eleventh grade class was 1.66 when the1r expected mean .
‘Vga1n was only .50 and the twelfth’grade c]ass had a mean gain of 1.33 when .
their expected mean ga1n was only .52.

The observed gain at every grade level equa11ed or exceeded the interva1
between tests and the observed gain was s1gnif1cant1y greater than would be
expected in grades three through ten.

Mathemat1cs-Statew1de Fewer districts submitted data on mathematics

N .

achievement tests. Data was ava11ab1e on only 448 classes. No dominant tests

were employed therefore grade equivalent scores were combined on all tests .

for statistical analysis. Table.IX-summarizes the statistical analysis on all

math scores for 98'districts reporting. The percentage of’ciasses where the -
. o . ,,,g

observed gain exceeded.the test interval ranged from 16.4 percent at the

<

second grade Lgvel to 64.3 percent at the scventh grade level (excluding the
. \ N

':\. | ‘,. 68
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‘ ~Table VIII
1974 75 Performance of Pennsylvania* Title I Part1c1qants
On A11 Remaining: Tests_qf Reading****

AP
v

e . R llt "

Number ' Observed .
of Number — * Interval - Vs
District of . Pre Post Observed “t"  Between Expected Expected -
Grade Classes Children Mean Mean _ Gain.  Pre-Post ° Tests _Gain*** _ Gain

1 25 644 93 1.71 .78 436 .78 . .69 N/A

2 100 3,885 1.53 2.48 .95  21.83%%  .80. .6 N/A

3 118 4,022 2.30 3.21« .91 23 45** - .81 . 62 5.95%*

. _ . . 7 //" v

4 126 ‘3,656 3.91 3.04 - .87 23 27** .82 .85 5.36%*

5 | 116 2,966 3.61 "4.58 .97 21'08** .83 61  7.65%*

6 87 2,350  4.18 5.12° .94 22.15%* .83 .59 7.74%%

7 - 57 1,781 ~ 4.92 5.94° 1.01 13.12%* .78 .60 5.79*%*

8 47 1,360 5.62 6:30 .78 - 8.93%* .7 , .58 - 2.75%*

9 16 534 6.18 7.27 1.09 8.37*= -81) .56 - 4,12%*
10 5 235 °6.55 7,80 1.25 ”10.36f* .78 .51 6.43%+
1 1 14 6.83 8.49 1.66 N/A .80 - .50 N/A
12 1 137 7.75 9.08 1.33  N/A .80 .52 N/A

e 2245 :
- *Excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh
**Significant at .05 level; degrees of freedom based on number of district classes

Enteg;ggeG:gdﬁeggégza;g:thScore X Interval Between Tests




Table IX

Summary of Performance Cdmparisons By Grade Level
- For 98 School DIstricts On A1l Math Measures
(Philadelphia and Pittsburgh Not Ipc1uded) (

NumberJOf Number X . Number
District Obsewved Gain .~ | observed Gain -
Class > _ >
Grade Lomparisons * Test Interval % » Expected Gain 2
- ' ' L -
1 13, _ 5 38.5% 4 . N/A
’ 2 55 9 1648 12 "~ N/A.
3 75 8- 50.7% S0 66.7%
! . 90 4 45.6% . 53 58.9%
5 87 53 60.9% . . 61 * 76.1%
6 64 34 ' 53.1% _ -4 64.1%
7 28 : 18 64.3% 24 85.7%
8 27 12 a4y 20 74.1%
9 6 3 50.0% g . 66.7%
0 - 2 N 50. 0% 2 100.0%
n 1 | 0o 0.0% 1 100.0%

t

*Number of school districts submiiting pre-post data for at least ten students
for comparison at this grade level. If a district submits data for more than
one test at a particular grade level, it is counted twice.

Q

s
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eleventh grade where only one olas§ was reported). A total of 214, or

48.8 percent of the classes soowed a mean gain greater than the 1interval
between'tests. The percentage of classes in which the observed gain was

" greater .than the-expected raozeo from 58.9 percent at the fourth grade
leve]-to 85.7 percent at'the seventh grade level (excluding the eleventh and
twelfth grades because there was only one class). Overall 256 of the 380
c]aéses,-ordﬁ7.4 percent, showed a greéter observed gain thanzwas expected,-

. Table X shows’ the summary of the statistical analysis performed on data
from all o;themat1cs tests adm1nistered to Title I ch11dren and reported by
the district. Stat1st1ca11y s1gnif1cant pre- -post improvement was found at
each of the first nine grade levels. At the tenth grade there were only two
classes wh1ch made 1t difficult to achieve statistical s1gnif1cance however,
the mean gain of 1.32 was outstanding. The obserVed-ga1n was significantly
hhigher than would be expected from'the third grade through the eighth and at
the ninth énd tenth grades the trend was clearly in’ﬁhe dedired direction, but
the number of classes was too small to achieve statistical significance.
gonclusions . _

The dato analyzed in this section consisted of district class means which
were analyzed statistically at each grade levei;- This represents a very con-
servative and stable unit of analysis in that the degrees of freedom are a
function of the number of district class means by grade, not the number of
' students'constituting district clesses by-orade. For instance, if 50 districts
submitted pre-post data on 1200 sixth grades, in 50 classes the pre-post “t"
test would be run using the 50 class means. The degrees of freedom, therefore,

would be 49 rather than the 1199 which would have been used if the unit of

analysis was the individual child.

71
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Table X

1974-75 Performance of/Pénnsylvania*'Title'I Participants
On A1l Mathematics Tests Utilized by School Districts

“t“

Number . - ~ Observed
of Number : : N Interval vs.
. District of Pre  Pogt Observed “t"  Between Expected Expected
Grade Classes Children Mean Mean _ Gain Pre=Post _Tests Gain*** Gain
. Iy A ‘ \
1 13 368 1.29 1.79 .50 3. 14** .86 1.29 N/A
. .
2 -%é&&% 1,812 1.73 2.35 .62  12.72** . .80 .69 N/A
3 35 2,401 2.36 3.21 .85  15.48%% .81 .65  3.52%%
4 90 3,296  3.16 3.90 .74  14.83%* 79 .62 2.36%*
5 87 3,086  3.90 4.80 .90  16.67%% .79 .64 4.31%*
6 64 1,958 4.50 5.39 .89 11.73%% .81 .61 3.471%*
7 28 755 4.79 5.96 1.7  9.56** .8 .56 4. a2%*
8 27 665 5.39 6.45 1.06 . 6.48%* .80 .54 3.20%**
9 . 46 - 137 5.32 6.07 .75 3.88** .79 .47 2.09 NS
10- 2 ‘ 37 6.29 7.61 1.32 '2.02 NS .83 .52 1.08 NS
n 1 5.41 7.39 .98 N/A .80 .43 N/A
1433 | |
*Excluding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh .

**Significant at .05 ‘level; degrees of freedom based on number of district classes

***Eypected Gain = Entering Grade Equivalent Score x Interval Between Tests
: Grade to Nearest Month

P ‘
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The results of this, angqysis.ind1caté§/<jt1
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e I part1c1pants are

generally: Ra i
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1. Making stat1st1ca11y sign1ﬁ1cantojnprove nt Tn read% *‘
. nmthematics. , J;}',{ S A G .
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- i’ 2. Improving at a rate greaterfthan the inferval betweeh! 7;"ffj5e..‘ T

» i PRT ER
at a rat® greater than the nationaﬁ av ageflh#maﬁywinstances\e§§g',L.“ €§‘~
SR

at least as ‘good as expected in most others R TSN &%5}:
NS SR
3. Improv1ng at a rate greater than wou]d be expecteq'%n the bas1s ~:’g'?; AN
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RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS
ON TITLE I CHILDREN

IN PHILADELPHIA AND PITTSBURGH
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The performance of Title 1 partictpants in thet%ities of Pittsburgh
and thladelphia are analyzed separately ftom the other districts in the
Commonwealth because data was not available by ciésSes. Data was provi;ed'
by grade level only. The unit for stat1st1ca1 dnalysis was the child.

The s1tuat1on was further complicated in Pittsburgh when due to techn1ca1
difficulties pre-post data could only be matched for students'1n grades five
through eight on the Metropoliten Achietement Test. The data'are reported on

reading and mathematics by city.

Philadelphia-Reading. The Ca11forn1a Ach1evement Test was adm1n1stered to

ESEA Title I students in Philadelphia during the flrst week in Aprll T974 and
again during February, 1975. Results were reported by grade level The unit
for statistical analysis was the child, rather than the;class whlch was the
unit of statistical ana]ysis for other detriets. rfjrst grifé was not in-
cluded in the analysjs because the California Achievement Test was administered
as a'posttest only. _ |
Tab]e XI depicts the results of the performence of Philade]phia's Title I
students on the readlng vocabulary subtest of theyCalifornia Achievement Test
All e]even grades showed a statistically sign1f1cant pre-post improvement in
reading vocabulary. Outstanding gains were . achieved by seventh and eighth
graders who achieved better than a year's growth during the time between pre-
test1ng and posttesting which constituted 8 academic months.  Second greders
also achieved an observed gain which was greater than the interval between
. tests. Other notable performances were recorded at.the fifth, sixth,”ninth,
and twelfth grade levels.. ‘ |
Because the unit for statistical ana}ysis was the child rather than the
~ class, a "t" test to determine whether or not the observed gain was greater

than the expected was not performed. In order to obtain some indication,
75
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e . " Table XI

.f:ﬂ'74 75 Performance of Phi]ade]phla Title I Part1c1pa
VT On The California Achlevement Reading Vocabulary Tes

Numb;r - : Interval
‘ of - Pre Post Observed S A Between Expected
Grade Chj]dren Mean Mean Gain Pre-Post Tests Gain*f
1 640  H/A .43 N/ N/A A 7y
2 12,158 188 2.73, .85 110.44* .80 .08
3 12,276 ‘ 75 3.33 .58 61.10+ .80 81 \\
4 15,02 V3.46 3.8 A2 ad9x .80 .74
5 16,657 3.94 . 4.72 .78 . 63.53% .80 67 |
6 16,038 4.82 '5.58 .76 63.82% .80 .68
7 15,628  5.48 6.50  1.02 59.78% .80 .65
$. - 13,721 6.44 7,57 1.3 66:01% .80 .67
R 12,752 745 838 .73 46.05 .8 .69
fﬁjﬁlo . 11,593 8.05 8,52 ., .47 30.98% .80 .66
' og062. 893 9.30 .37 ©18.93* . .80 .68 '
12 8,515 - 5.39 1015 .76 - 33.72% .80 .64 |

RO

*Significant at .05 level; degreés of freedom based on number of students in grade level

. Pre-il2an Grade Equivalent Score
**Expacted . Gain = Gradec to Nearest 'ghth at Pretesting X Interva1 Betw=en Tests
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however. an expected gain was determ1ned by utilizing the pre-means for the
vstudents, the grade 1eve1 of students at pre-test and the 1nterva1 between
~tests. Table XI 1nd1cates that ‘the observed mean gainewas greater than o _f“u"h“

the expected mean gain in six of the eleven grades with outstanding performances
,_M-' . -

at both the seventh and eighth grades. yf/

The resu]ts_of the reading comprehension subtest are reported in Table XII.
It can Be seen that, again, there was a statist1ca11y signtficant improvement
from pre- to posttesting at all eleven grade 1evels. Nhen the observed mean
‘ ] gain per grade ‘level was compared to the interval between tests, there were
' | ttwgﬁgrades which exceeded the interval ::tween tests (grades three and eight).
When the observed mean gain was compared to_the-expectzg mean gain the per-
formance was somewhat betegr' Ftve grade levels exceeded the expected, while -
three others were fairly close to the expected mean ga1n
A total read1ng test score was deve]oped for the California Achievement
Test and results are shown in Table XIII. At two grade 1evels the observed
mean gain exceeded the interyal between tests (second grade and eighth grade)
while three others were close (grades six, seven and twelve). The observed

b . mean gain exceeded the expected mean gain at five grade levels with the most

outstanding performance occurring at ‘the eighth grade level.

Philadelphia-Mathematics. The mathematics subtests of the California
Achievement Test were given only-fngrad;s one through eight. Again at the
’ first grade level ghere was no pretest with the California Achievement Test,
‘therefore, only the posttest mean is given and.there was no statistical
analysis. | A
Tab1e_xIV gives the results of the analysis ot the data on_the.mathe-

matics computation subtest of the California Achievement Test. There was a

[
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Table XII

A

1974-75 Performance, of PhiladeTphia Title I Participants
On The California Achievement Reading Comprehension Test

e Number - B T T R -_1nter,va1 U U

of Pre Post Observed e . Between . Expected

Grade Children Mean Mean . Gain Pre-Post Tests Gain**
1 2 WA 1.8 /A WA WA WA
2 1,779 1.82  2.57 .75 71.6e* .80 .86
3 12,206  2.63  3.45 .82 69.43* .80 .78
4 15,023 3.65 412 .47 39.79%% g0 .79
5 16,602 4.25  4.88 .63 4650+ .80 (.72
6 16,000 ~ 4.97 5.75 78 1 63.15* .80 .70
7 15,596 5.70  6.16 .46 31.80 .80, .68
8 13,114 . 6.26  7.12 .86 SR .65
9 18750  7.23  7.90 .67 43.21* .80 .66
10 11,634 7.8 .50 61 %39 .80 .65
n 9,969  5.95  8.99 .04 . 3.02¢ .80 .67
12 84613 '9.26 9.9 .70 28.65* . .80 . .63

‘=

*Significant at .05 leval;- degrzes of freedon based on number of studnnts in drade 1nve1

- **gxpacted Gain =

Pre- ‘ban‘Grade Equivalent Score

Grade to dearest.\fnth at Pretesting - x Interval Detuwzen Tests

-23-



-Table XILI - | o

1974-75 Performance of Philadelphia Title I Parti¢1pants 4
On The California Achievement Tg&a]ﬁReading Test -

@
- min :
f‘ ' . . : P .
© “Number -~~~ - o Interval T
‘ of Pre Post Observed " Between Expected
Grade Children  Mean Mean Gain Pre-Post Tests Gain**
1 578 N/A . 1.46  N/A WA - /A /A
- ~ .‘:S ‘ . 3 )
2 11,743 1.85  2.66 81— 109.38% .80 .87 )
3 12,098  2.68 3.33 .70 . .73.29%° .80 .79
4 14,881  3.56 4.0 .45 48.64¢ 80 .g0-
'5 16,476 4.12 - 477 . -.65 - 59,20 .80 . .70
6 15,904  4.86 5.4 78 78.64% .80 .68
7 15,447  5.56  6.3] 75 58.53* .80 66
8 12,965  6.33 7.3 10— 7797+ -8 /.66
9 12,613 7.33  8.04+ .7 cUBT.79% .80 .67
10 11,448 7.97 8.5 .55 42,40 .80 .66
_ ; o ,
n 9,820 8.93 9.20 . .27 ©15.37% . .80 .68 -
120 T 8,373 . 9.38 . 1014 .76, .., 36.88% .80 ™ .64

jod

*Significant at .05 level; degrees of freedom based on numbar of students in grade level

**EX céted Cain = Pre'”ean Grade.quiva]ent SCOPG X In e va] Be Jyoen Tes
P ! Grade to iliearest. Month At Pretesting ter tween, Tests

& .

79
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~ .Table XIV,

1974-75 Performance of Philadelphia Title IwParficipants
On The California Achievement Math Computation Test

Interval

Number o ‘ ‘ _
of Pre Post Observed ~ * "t" Between _  Expected
_Grade Children Mean Mean Gain ~ Pre-Post = Tests ‘Gain**
' : - R o
1 582 H/A 1.36 N/A < /AT /A N/A
2 11,843 1.7 2.30 - .60 . 89.91* .80 . .80
3 12,148 2,33 3:27 .- .94 = 123.67* .80 . .69
4 14,91 342 X 362 .20 26.42¢ .80 .74
s 16,202 3.73 4.85 C 2 80 .63 »
18 i 2 7 4,85 lﬁéﬁ 127.48 | ,,80 | 63 .
6 154424  5.02 5.70 - .68 78.28% . .80 . .70 e
7 15,237 5.74  6.14 .40 33.68% .80 .69
8 12,901  6.23 6.93 .70 .  5Z52¢ .80 .65

. *Significant at .05 level; degrees of freedom based on nurber of students in grade level

+«Pre-Mean Grade Equivalent Score
Grade. to ilearest ilonth at Pretesting
N .

. , .
. .
Y LT . . . . -
N . . :
. ) 1
. - s - .

’ **Eypected Gain = x Interval Between Tests

30
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‘statistically 519n1f1cant improvement from pre- to posttesting at a]] seven .
grade levels. The third and f1fth grades had an observed mean gain that was -
_ greater than the interval between, with the fifth graders show1ng an out-
.Standing growth of 1.12 over the eight month perlod ‘When the observed
.mean galn was compared to the expected mean gain, three grade 1eve1s
'?th1rd f1fth and EIthh) exceeded the1r expected mean gain, iWH1]e
another (the sixth graders) were c]ose to their expected mean. galn
On the mathemat1cs concepts ‘and prob]ems subtest of . theyCaliforn1a
Ach1evement Test, the fifth graders, again, - had an outstand1ng performance
(see Tab]e Xv). The f1fth~graders went from a pre-mean of 4.15'to a post- '
test mean of 5.13 for an obséFVed galn of .98, or almost a fu]l year in the

- interval between tests The elghth grade also exceeded the interval between

testa

. came ¢ se to ach1ev1ng eight months 1mprovement in the 1nterva1 between tests
. Three grade levels exceeded the1r expected mean gain lead by the. fifth grade
_ performance (. 98 compared to 1), The eighth graders expected mean gain was
.63 and they achieved .82 and the sixth graders'achieved a mean gain of .75
compared to. the expected-mean ga1n of .74, A]]Ipre-post improyvements were
d statlstically s19n1f1cant._ o '

When the total mathematics ach.eVement'test Scores were ana]yzed the
f1fth graders outstand1ng performance .on "the subtest was reflected in the
results and they -were the only grade level tﬁ%eECeeé&the 1nterva] between
tests (1.07 over 8 months). The fifth graders, as well as the eighth graders
(.75 compared t§1r65) were the grades where the mean observed gain was ‘

'greater than the mean expected ga1n though the th1rd and sixth gradps came
» Close. A1l pre-post gains were statistical1y,sign1f1cant (See Tab]e XvI)

‘81
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;th an observed mean gain of .82. The. second and s1xth graders’ a]so o,
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 Table xv ¢

1978-75 Performance of Philadelphia Title I Participants '=f ° .
* On The Califorhia Achievement Math Concepts and Problems Test

- | A
-
a

o o ¢ _ Interval
T of - Pre Post  Observed - "t" . Between Expected
+ Grade . Ghildren .- Mean ° Mean - Gain ~ Pre-Post = _Tests - Gain** o
1+ S72 . WA 162 - HA, N/A NA L A
Con,me 2,07 2.8; .76 84‘;"714* .80 975 s
12,009 2.93  3.33 40, . 42,43 .80 .87
. 14,668 - 3.55 3.96 .40 " 45.48% - .80 .77, .

'Numﬁer¥'

16,214 4.15 513 .98 97.62% .80 7

15,574 524 509 TN 75 . 7aker B0 74
18 . 5.88  6.03 a5 . m.o7n .80 .70

. - ‘ . R i e . . o
. 12,588 - 6.09 6.9 .82 5712%. 80 .° . .63

-
(o) ~ [«,} U e N

*Significant at .05 1eve1; degrées‘of_fﬁeédom based on.number Qf §tudents“3n gradei]eve]';
Pre-Mean -Grade Tquivalent Score
Grade to ilearest Month At Pretesting

\;.‘.

x Interval Betweem Tosts

7 **Ekpected'GaRP’i
4 . . ’ L)

r .

o s
‘ i!, h * -
a L
S - -
. | 1
e Ty
‘.?f ' 9~. o 3
‘ ‘tﬂ‘§¢1~ L N [ v
T 4 : o
) . .




Grade

1974-75 Performance of Phi]ade]phla Tit]e I P’fﬂf i
- On The Ca]ifornia Achievement Math Totaﬂ;' )

<:Number

of

Children

Pre
Mean

Table XV . o

i <

Tntérval
Between

) ‘2\/ - o v N ) ¢ ;_"_" ,;;..
. Obsérved - "t A Expected B3>

Gain**

Post

1
-2

. 549

711,608
11,950
'14 512

15,008
%

15,224

14, ,629 !

N/A

t.84

2.55

3.48
3.87 -

5.08

5.78

e

2.50 66
'.'3.29-i35' .
3.75 - .27
494 0.

6.19- 2 }41

7. 01&?

Mean . Ghiq4k_ - Pre- Post . Tests
- NIA .N/A 'j ﬁf'N/A‘ . N/A

104=9o* -hf 30" .87
o W e -
S TR 105 62* 80 .78
p o B A -
39 21% 7 48Qua . .75
. .66

| ; 139 15*5'

1.45

1,07~
5.77 . .69.

12, 279

e

| @ 26

Pre-ﬂean Grade Equivalg_t Sggrei ,

*REx ectéd Gain = :
E P Grade ‘to Neare§t Moath\at\?retespiqgl_~

G L e
P el
L

b 1?: - 83 o
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P1ttsburgh Reading, The performance of Pittsburgh children ehro]]ed T ?;;g

1n programs subm1tt1ng the Metropo]itan Read1nq~1est scores is shown in «*&
Table XVII. The 1ncrease ﬁ? reading prof1c1ency from- pre- to posttesting was
slgn1f1cant at all grade levels- (five through eight).,,The_observed mean gajn o
exceeded;the'expected mean gaih in grades'seveh-and eight, but did not quite

equal the expected at grades five and six, though it was close. : o

Table XVII o " e
- 1974 75 Perforgance of Pittsburgh Titlg I Participants L
i On The Hetropol1tan Read1ng Test : . : , .f
o - v .. o R R
Number® ‘ TEe Y Interval R
of Pre Post Opserved "ttt Betwvicen Expecged
Grade Children Mean Mean Gain - Pre-Post  Tests =~ _Gain™
5 . 351 2,79 3.5 36 .+ 8.75% .70 .38 -
6 580 3.59  3.98 .39 . 12.77% .70 .4}7 i
7 773 - 390 449 .58 16.42+ .70 .39 .
8

743 4.63 5.3 , .50° 12,20+ .70 40

1@?%:_ . L

[

*Significant at .05 level; Hegre°S'of freed%; based on number of district classes

**prected Gain = Entering Grads quiva]*n* Score  y Int@rva] Betwﬂen Tests @ (
' Grade to0 :l2arest lontn
, / ) ' .v ' ' . ._-nﬂ)}nh .. '] .
7 _ ; T e

0ther Title I chﬂdren wére adm1n1stered the Io@]e‘ntkeading Test
The ch11dren in grades four, flve and six who took tﬁe‘lowa were all from

paroch\%g schoo]s | Table XVIII indicates that-the observed gain from pre- to )

4

posttestlng wasegtatlstlcally signlflcant'%t a]] levels and the observed gain N

)
\x exceeded the expected mean. ga1n at each grade level While a statlst1ca1 test
was not r n to determiné whether the average rate of ga1n was 51gn1f1cant1y

higher than the average, expected ga1n because no c]ass data was ava11ab1e, it

is ev1dentuthat etat15t1ca1‘sign1f1cance would have beéen achieved.. X

M . ) ) | . . o
. ' R
L : - .- =29- /

v



.  Table XvilI
. *
1974-75 Performance of Pittsburgh Title I Parttplpantsl
On The Iowa $ilent Reading Test - §
-, _ : ; J
Number ) . L L Interval ,
. of Pre  Post Observed "t Between * Expected
Grade Children Medn Mean “Bain Pre-Post Tests Gain¥*¥
L= : LT @
4* v 13 - 3.99 5.25  1.26 6.25%* .40 " .40
B+ 88 5,27 6.3 1.1 9.80% 40 .42
6% 83 . 6.70 837  1.67  9.98%* .40 44
7 803 éﬁf 6.08 7.15 1.07 - 22.58%* .80 .69

8 - 819  6.57 7.60 1,03 | 25.36% .80 . .66

*parochial sehools'only . .
**Slgniflcant at .05 level; degrees of freedom based on nunber of distrf8t classes

Entering Grade Equlvalent Score
Grade to Nearest Month

- ***Eypected Gain = x Interval Between Tests

Pittsburgh maintains a reading‘c]inic to which students are referred b,’
teachers. Studeqts-spent~varying amounts of time at the clinic Upon referral
they were tested w1th the Gates-MacGinitie Readlng Iest and upon return to the o

&

classroom they were posttested w1th the same 1nstrument Tab]e XIX dep1cts

R

-t e performance of Pittsburgh. Jht]e I Readlng C11n1c students on. the vocabu]ary

subtest of the Gates-MacGlnltle
In grades two through n1ne a statistically s1gnif1cant in‘rnyement was

evidenceddgé?m pre- to posttest1ng The best performance was a~f

“grade 1eVeP*where 84 partic1pants showed a mean gain oﬂﬁﬂ 08. Ihe vary1 g
o

interva]s betweeh tests precluded comparlson of mean obServed gain w1th the

.mean expected ga1n

o F ‘ . .
' ¥, - .
T ) ’ ¢
N g , . o -,
4 K . - . " - . . N :
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ST Table . KIX R :,J*f

1974 75 Performance of Reading C'hnic Students* of P1ttsburgb T1t1e I ,
Participants On. TI‘ Gates Mac-Ginitje W’i g V9cablﬂary Test

s 3

o Number o ' T Interva] a':"’
of ° Observed "t" Between ~~ Expected
Grade: Chﬂdren , Gain tPre-Post , T»ests”_ - Gain

2. 72

o ees o
.85 ©10.10* - — —

“ ' .

75 10.43% e -

.78 10.27* S

1,08 . 10.75% - - ]
.86 ’ 7.08* - ] . o ". -
so Cess* e

a1 406t e
.;A\§78 SRS 00— -
82 o221 e Lo

. -26 ’ . - ' e ,:‘
"‘f'*;i [ L M
ed on c]asses because 1nd1 vidual

ot ‘ c,gmp
Lo

*The ?ntervaﬂ /getween bést
sf\ndgn rwey ;gsmgge at vario

¢ d the interval between tests
1sq4nde "tt mpose

fﬁe the expected gain

T L A - B




.....

. ;- C]inic Stgdents* of §1ttsburgh Title I x' .
Mac- G1n1t1e Reading Comprehens1on Test , -
.7 #

7%351974-75 Performance off
- ;ﬁParticipants On tge“Gah

D Number - - B ' © Inferval
oo e e of Pre - Post. Observed - "t" - Between Expected
ﬁhf“;;'ﬁrade . Children Mean .~ Mean . g-Gain . Pre-Post Tests. Gaink**
2 700 . 1.76 242 .66 1.9 T -- -
s 3 2.63  3.34 o 1 - RS
- I 2.45 , 3.22 77 9.19« . -- -
: 5 93 3.20  4.31>  f.] .03+ - --,
6 84 - 4.3 5.67 1,33 9.96* - Coe-
. U . 5
7 84 496 565 469 5.42* LT e -
8 56 4.70 5.70 . - 1.00 - 6.76°% - .-
g 127 5.3 6.53 100 2.2 - --
10 4 405 498 ey a8 s -
1" 7 3.9  -5.06 1,10 2.9 - .
312 4 4.75  6.93 2.8  2.07 - - -
S . ’ . 7‘ "4«} ! r ) ‘.
.5"‘ ) p‘}’ N T :
o o, j' r

*The,1nte;ya1 between tests was not computed on cla;ses because individual -

students \éugfassigned at various time$ and the interval hetween tests

varied. " This also made it 1mpossib1e to compute. the exoﬁctod gain. ¢ o,
v e - o

ﬁ1ttsburgh Matggmat1cs The Me%{opo11tan Math Test was the ogly instrument

¢

administered to the Pittsburgh T1t1e ?%Particihants to assess ?Eﬂﬁhmng growth

J

tn mathematics. & ’ o

=
There was a stat1st1ca11y sign1f1cant pre- post a1n at Lvery grade 1eve1
(See Table XXI) The observed ga1n exceeded the expected §a1n‘#ﬁﬂ;rades seven2

i3




.and eight andiequalled the expected‘ga1n at grade six. »

' . 1974-75 Performance of Pittsburgh T1t1e I Part1c1pants
On The Metropo]1tan Math Test«“' o~

¢

Number | d h ' .V'iInterval
o of Pre Post . Observed "t" o Between Expected ”
Grade -7 Children ~ Mean - . Mean ~_Gain__ - Pre-Post Tests Gaig** '
5 7 03 | 3'@1'433_.65 .3 8.47¢ .70 - .45
6 451 391 4.3 = .45 17.87% .70 45 |
7 . 675 448 5.08 .55 18.51% 70 .48 '
8 730 o 5.3 ° 5.85 . .51 - 16.33§;> .70 .46
*Significant at .05 level; degrees of freedom-based on number of district classes
f*EXbected Gain - EnteglggeG:ﬁiﬁeiggzza#§::h5°2§e x Interval Betwd.h Tests
‘ Conc]us1ons for. Ph1]£de]ph1a and.Pittsbuggh v ‘ )
R The following- conc]us1on§ :d;f‘§?i“ n from the results of standard1zed ?i*?;:
“testing in Ph11ade1ph1a and Rl.l ol ® -f*;;“'a?ff
1. Pniladelph1a stude &, onlthe read1ng v0cabu1ary subtests
. ] fﬁ?{bi: “_gthan the1r performance'on Eﬂg read1ng comprehens1on subtests
. - 41@{5??? '2;3 6ch1evement Tests. “aé P

S G 1Y ‘
= ,: E . V )
. 2.8 fugsndlhg pgrformances were turned in by - e;dﬁth grade students on
Lk RN e

- .
both read?}g subtests and sevgath graders performance on the reading

vocabulary suptest was outstand1ng

.'11::':“', « ' )

& tudents “had outstand1ng performances on both mathemat1cs
L]

' - subtests a?“tﬁé Ca11forn1a Achievemént Tests, ang the e1ghth graders

¢

\_ 3. Fifth gr
observed‘mean gains were h1gher than expected on both mathematlcs
subi%Zts also. Sixth graders performed about as we]faas expected

9; Performance on both reading and mathemat1cs tests in Ph11ade1ph1a

oo . 88 e N

PRk



\\t ‘; F v _i } _3~ '
. indicated mixed performance with some-grades performing outstandingly,

) others |poorly. Generally, however, the results were favorable.
‘5. The reading performance of students upon whichidata was available in
. .
Pittsburgh 1nd1cates that students are doing as well as expected and
' in many cases much better than expected. ; ’
- éf Impress1ve resu]ts wd‘t obtained on students 1n the Read1ng Clinic
in Pittsburgh on t@g Gates-MacGinitie Read1ng Test © )
. 7. P1ttsburgh Title I students were d01ng ‘as we]] as expected for
\\ the most part, on: mathemat1cs achievement test. -
< - _’4.—), . “%}\ .
ot ey
G pp— s "J‘K”
> J‘,‘U‘«\. .o
_y’7 ~ . / wﬂ; : . .
{ . g ~ .
¥ : ’ 4 Lo Y
/ ;f‘ . . g u@
/{ . % . ll ” ﬁf‘ i ; v B
L : - & %,1 2y
4 @ . ;{ - “f’b.vi;-_:fil__
G * .
gge ;ﬂ . ;F;
. Ta -
’ L Yy 3 fﬁf_
"‘;\'.ﬁi PR ﬁ‘:K
* M > T _!f L I r
. o :ﬁ;L%'
. o & "
é . . » B B
8 9 . \ e l~‘f@_if,. K
o DU
_34__
o




